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ADVEBTISEMEKT. 



THE Letters eontained in the following pages are, 
generally, those which were formerly pnfalished undei: 
the title of **Bible News 5" and "addressed to a 
worthy Minister of the gospel.'' Some things, how- 
ever, have been omitted to give place to others which 
liave been deemed of more importance. Bat whether 
this may be properly called an Improved Edition^ the 
public will determine. 

On condition that it shall be consi^ent with the 
will of God, under the general title now assumed, the 
public may expect some farther communications. A 
series of Inquiries have, for a long time, occupied my 
attention ; and some things are nearly ready for the 
press ; which, it is hoped, will give additional light 
respecting the character of the Son of God, and the 
Holy Spirit ; and also additional evidence that the 
doctrine of a "Three one God" has no foundation in 
the Bible ; and that it is really reproachful both to the 
Holy ONE of Israel and to his OlfLY SON. , 

uiym^KU uy ^J V^ 



it AdVSllTISEMltNr. 

It was foreign from the desires of my heart to oe^» 
iion any schism^ tumult or clamor among professed 
Christians ; and^ cannot but deeply lament that any 
things of such a nature have been the consequ£nce of 
publishing my sentiments. It is most sineerely hop*^^ 
•d, that those who have been offended with me for 
thinking for myself bluA publishing the fruits of my 
inquiries, will yet allow themselves time for cool re* 
flection and patient examination. For it is confident- 
ly believed, that the time is not far distant, when the 
doctrine, that Christ is really God^s SON, will not, by 
Christian Ministers, be classed among ''damnable her* 
^msJ*^ f ' r- ' ^ '^ ■ ' • 

There are things, respecting which, I must be al- 
tewed to express some astonishment, because, when 
the things are compared together, there seems to be 
something of the nature of a paradox. 

So far as I am informed by reports, by private let' 
ters and by conversation, the sentiment that Christ it 
really God's SON, has, above every thing else in my 
Letters, been made the ground of objection among 
Trinitarian Ministers. It is on this very ground that 
tjiey have taken the liberty to represent, that I have 
degraded the character of Christ, that I am an Arian^ 
a Socinian, and a heretic. 

In my own defence, and in opposition to their views, 
I exhibit evidence from Scripture, that believing in 
Chrisl!; as the Sonmf God^ is stated as a condition of 
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/ 

Iftlf aiion ; and that dl^bdief of this doctrine is what 
is termed making God a Uar. Then, my Trinitarian 
brethren, turn right about, and consider me as really 
rtprehensihU^ for so mueh as intimating that they do - 
not ^a^ fully 08*^ I^'do^^ believe that Jesus Christ is 
the SON of God. 

But if they do, ssfidly as I do, believe that Jesufii 
Christ is the SON of God, why the alarm ? Why tho 
apposition ? And why the cry ot ^'damnable heresies ?" 
If believing, as I do, that Christ is really God^s Son ; 
and if, as they affirm, they do, asfidly tts Ido, believo 
that he is the Son of God, why are they free from the 
eharge of ^^damnable fieresy .^" Is the very same senti- 
ment, in them, a gospel truth, and in me a ^'damnable 
heresy ?" And if my sentiment be degrading to Christy 
and they really believe the same, why is not their sen- 
timent equally degrading to the Savior ? 

They will reply, that they really believe that 
Christ is the Son of God ; but not in the sense I havo 
given to the terms. But ean any man of candor hon- 
estly say, ^hat the sense I have given to the terms is 
not the highest sense which ean possibly be given, 
them, consistent with am/ analogy ?^ If, then, these 
Ministers do really believe, that Christ is God^s Sok^ 
but not in the sense I have given to the terms ; they 
must believe that he is the Son of God in a lower sense 
of i\it terms. Consequently, if my sentiment be de^ 
grading to Christ, theirs must be still Ttiore degrading^ 
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Vi ADVERTISEMENT.. 

Moreover, as I have adopted the highest grouBd4>£ 
possible Sonship^ if my sentiment life degrading tOr 
Chriatj.he wm degruded hy the testimony of Im apos- 
tles, his oivn testimonyy and the t^imony of God, hy 
the voice frojn heaven. For, whatever might be the 
particular sense, in which these witnesses used the 
term,SON, we may be confident, it was not in an^ sense 
higher than the higjiest. It seems to me reasonable 
£o believe, that the terms "the Son op God/' were 
designed to express either the nature, or the BiGNir 
TT of the Person to whom they were applied, or boi^ 
together. I have supposed that they nafwraZ/y ex- 
press both his nature and his dignity $ but if in this I 
have been under a mistake, still I do not see any room 
for the charge of my having degraded the character 
of Christ 5 unless he has been degraded by every 
being who has called hini the Son of Go it. 

But is it a fact, that Trinitarians do beiieTe, as 
fully as I (/o,.that Jesus is "the Son of the living 
God ?" , The term iSbw is. indeed used in different 
senses j but is there any (me sense, of the term, m 
which a Son is not a distinct Being from him wh<r 
stands related as Father ? If. not, then, in agreement 
w ith every analogy, I have believed the Son of God 
to be B. distinct Being from his Father. But my 
Trinitarian opponents affirm, as their belief, that Got> 
and flis Son are the same "individual Being.'' This 
theory is a manifest contradiction to every analogy o£ 
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ADVERTISEMENT. VII 

Father and Son. Caa they, then, with propriety say, 
that they believe, as fully as Ido, that Christ is the 
SON of God ? And by what authority are they to he 
justified in givi% a construction to the correlative 
terms Father and Son^ which has no analogy in na- 
ture^ or in the language of human beings ? 

N. W. 
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SACRED TRUTHS. 

PART 1^ 

OJV THE UmTF OF GOD. 

LETTER L 

Imtroduetofy Statements and Observations. 

REV. SIR) 

Xn solemn prayer to his Father, our Divine Re* 
ileemer said, ^This is life eternal, to know thee, tho 
ONLY TRUE GoD, and Jesus Christ wl^ tbo# 
liast sen/.'' It must henee appear, that n^nquiries 
can be more justifiable nor more interesting than those 
vhieh respeet the true character of the I'a'sher and 
the Son. So far as we are in darkness respecting 
these characters, we must necessarily be in darkness 
^^espeeting the gospel of divine grace. To obtain 
clear and scriptural views of the Father, the Son^ 
and the Holt SpiRfr, has long been a principal object 
•f my study and pursuit 

From my infancy,! was taught to believe the Atha* 
nasiaa doctrine of three distinct co-equal and co-eternal 
Persons in one Qod. And I do not recoUeet that I had 
any doubts of its correctness, until several years after 
I began the work of the ministry. Believing it to be 
Wih true and important^ according to. nq; ahiHty I 



14 ' On the Unity of God. 

taiiglit it to others. But even while I taught the doc- 
trine, I was often embarrassed by it both in prayer 
and in preaching. In giving thanks to God for his 
astonishing love in giving his Son to die for our 
offences, the theory has occurred with a chilling and 
confounding inflnence. These thoughts would im 
avoidably rush into jfgf mind — God and his Son are one 
and the same Being ; the Son could not in reality die 
or suffer any more than the Father 5 it was only a 
mere man that suffered, to whom the Son was mys- 
teriously united. In my preaching, while expressing 
the love of God in sparing not his own Son, the 
same theory and the same train of thoughts would 
occur 5 and, in some instances, both in prayer and in 
preaching, the influence of these thoughts has been so 
great a|^ for a time, to obstruct my utterance. 

Such embarrassments had a natural tendency to 
excite suspicions in my mind that there must be some 
defect in the theory winch I had adopted. But the 
doctrineAad been so long and so generally believed by 
great divines and good people, that I almost trembled 
at the thought of indulging my suspicions. At length 
I became acquainted with the \ie\\s of Dr. Watts, as 
exhibited in connection with the Memoirs of his life. 
These I read with care. He supposed the Son of God 
not to be a self-existent Person, bui a human Being 
created before the worlds, and intimately united to the 
Father, so that in him dwelt all the fulnei^s of the 
Godhead ; and that from this union his Divinity 
•suited. His reasonings, to prove that the union 
Iff the Man Jesus was with the Father, and not with a 
second self -existent Person, appeared to me conclusive 
and unanswerable. And as a union with the Fathiyp. 
must imply as great fulness and dignity as a union 
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with another Person just equal with the Father, I 
was unable to see why his theory did not support the 
Divinity of Jesus Christ in as ample a manner as the 
Athanasian hypothesis. ^ 

Another consideration, which greatly recommended 
to my acceptance the theory of Dil^atts, was this, 
it freed mie from those distressing embarrassments 
which I had formerly felt in prfrjer and preaching. 
For on his theory, the real Person^ who is called the 
Son of Gon, was the real Sufferer on the cross. 

Having obtained this relief to my mind, I rested 
pretty quietly for Several years as a believer in 
AVatts^s theory of the Trinity. But my apprehensions 
and ideas were so indistinct, that I indulged no 
thought of writing on the subject with any view to 
publication, until the year 1807. In the course of ' 
that year, my attention was in a peculiar manner 
arrested by the natural import ©f this text, "Buttons 
there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all 
things, and we in him ; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, 
by whom are all things, and wehy him."* I noted, 
that in this verse the apostle was exhibiting the faith 
of christians, in contrast with the faith of heatlrens.- 
In the preceding verse he had said, '^For though there 
be that are called gods, whether in heaven or in earth, 
(as there be gods many and lords many.^') Such is 
the faith of the heathen world. With this he con- 
trasts the faith of christians, "But to us there is but 
0N£ OoD, the Father, of whom are all things, and 
we in him; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom 
are all things, and we by him." The ideas which 
appeared to me to lie plainly on the face of this text 
•>ere these:-— 

* 1 Cor. viii. 6. 
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le On the Unity of &od. ^ 

4. That the "one self-existent God is one 
Persok"^ viz. the Father. The apostle does nol 
taj, But to us there is but one God, yet this one God 
is three Persons. His language is, ^'Bnt to us there 
is but one God, the Father." He distinctly names 
the Person whoi^ylie styles the ov£ God, and eall» 
him the Fatheit 

2. That this on^God is the Fountain or Seuree 
♦f all things — ^' of whom are aU things.^^ 

3. That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is a PersoB 
as distinct from the Being of God as he is from the 
Person of the Father. After the apostle had dis- 
tinctly toM who is the one God, he then proceeded Iq 
say, ^^ and one Lord, Jesus Christ." As he had 
named the one God, so he also named the one Lord. 

4« That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is the Medi* 
UM or Agent, through whom or hy whom God dis* 
plays his fulness in the production of events— -^^^j* 
wh&ta are all things^ and we sr uiuP 

Such being the views I had of the text, a field was 
opened which appeared clear, spacious, and delight- 
f uL This field I entered, and began to write on the 
doctrine of the Trinity, in a great measure conform- 
able to the views of Dr. Watts. Nearly two years 
my mind was absorbed in these inquiries, and my time 
employed in writing on the subject I wrote pretty 
largely, and thought I had produced something whicli 
Blight be useful to the public. 

But while writing for the press, it frequently oc- 
curred to my mind that the defimtive and emphatical 
language used in Scripture respecting the Son of 
God, did import a higher character than is implied 
in Watts's theory — ^that the terms own Son, only 
begotten Son, &c. did import that Christ was th« 
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Son of God in the most strict and proper i eitse- of tho 
termg. After I had written what I intended for tho 
press, that idea became more and more impressed on 
my mind as the natural meaning of the word of God- 
Bat though I could not find that any person had ven* 
tared to adyanee the idea, I viewed it to be my duty 
to examine the point with the utmost eare.* This I 

* Sinee tlie first edidoa of these letters fttisfaetorj evideoM 
hu been obtained that manT* others hare asserted the same 
▼ievB of the Son of God which are contained in these letters. 
The dispute between Arius and his op]^nent8 had no respect to 
the number of pertima in deity; but simplj to the derived nature 
of the Son of God. Arius maintained " ihat the Son was not be- 
gotten of the Father, i.e. produced of his tukstance, but created 
out of nothing." On the contrary* the Council of Niee aiBrmed 
" that the Son wslb peculiarly of the i^a^Aer,beTngof hia aubatance 
as begotten of him/' The creed of that Council contains ne 
idea of a " thi'ee one God." The " one Gotl" is dearly reprC' 
sented as one Peraon only, and the Son as derived from God. It 
was by adding to the Nioene Creed that the Council at Con- 
stantinople made out the doctrine of a <' three one God.'< Dr. 
Modietm says, *'They gare the finishing touch to what the 
Cwmcil «f Kice had left imperfect, and fixed in a futt and deter- 
minate manner the doctrine of three perstns in one God.'* Vol. 
I. p. 426. 

Mr. Milner says, '* This Council rery aecui^tely defined the 
ioetrine of the Trinity, and enlarging a Utile the Kicene Creed* 
they delivered it to us as we now have it in our communion ser- 
Tiee.'' The Macedonian heresy gave occasion to a more expU* 
eit represenUtion of the third Peraon in the Trinity.'* Vol. U. 
p. 184—5. 

Dr. iiftrdner informs us about the ''ITttle" which this CouneS 
eriUo'gedih^ Nicene creed. It was this—** The Lord and Giver 
«f life, who proceedeth frop^he Father and the Son ; who with 
the Father and the Sou is ^iRrshipped and glorifled, who spakia 
by the prophets.** 

This was not a v^ry ** little*' to add; for the Kieene creed 
conveys no idea that the spirit is 2i person^ >ut simply saya ** we- 
believe in the Hely Spirit.'* 
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18 On the Unity of God. 

hare attempted to do ; and the result of my inquiries 
on that point is this, that Jesus Christ is as truly the 
Son of God, as Isaac was the son of Abraham^ and 
that this view of the matter is essential to a due esti- 
mation of the love of God as/displayed in the gospel 
af liis grace. It is also my real belief, that this view 
of the subject will be found much better to harmonize 
with the Scriptures, and unspeakably more honorary 
to the Father and to the Son, than any other hy- 
pothesis which has been advanced. 

Having, therefore, experienced such a revolution in 
my owTi views, I have occasion to write anew on the 
subject. I have concluded to write in the form of 
letters, and to address them to you, as to a candid 
friend and brother in Christ. 

While writing on my former ground, I derived 
some consolation from the thought that my views 
harmonized with the theory of Dr. Watts. I am 
now .in a measure deprived of that source of consola- 
tion ; but I have another which I esteem much more 
important, viz. that my views now harmonize' with 
the most obvious and iiatural meaning of the language 
of God, of Christ, and his apostles; and that if I 
am in an error, my error has not resulted from cfe- 
parting from the natural impart of scripture language, 
but from preferring tJmt to a meaning which is fordgn^ 
figurative^ or mystical. 

The Doctor also introduces the folloiving coneession of Bishop 
Burnet—" So that the Creed here eidled the Nicene Creed, h in- 
deed the CoQStantinopolitan Creed|iftith the addition of Filioqite 
by the Western church." See first postscript to the **letter oa 
the Logos/' p. 185. 

Thus we have three Trinitarians and 9ne Unitarian concurring; 
in the fact that the doctm« •f a *^ three one God" was uotfnUTk*^ 
MuutilA.D. 581. 
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There is one formidable objection to my viens, 
whieh I Lave to meet in the very tLreshold of mv 
eommunications on this sut^eet I maj therefore now 
state and answer it, that the way may be opened fur a 
candid hearing. 

It is said, that my views imply a departure from a 
great and important d,rtiele of the orthodox faith, 
whieh has for many centuries been admitted by the 
great body of the most pious Christians, and has been 
advocated by great numbers of learned and pious di- 
vines ; that it has long been admitted as an article of 
Christian faith, that there are three distinct, co- 
equal, and self-existent Persons in the one God; 
and that it would be reproachful to the great Head 
of the ehnreh, to suppose that he would suffer his most 
faithful friends to be so long in an error on a point 
of so great importance. 

This, I confess, l/ias appeared to me the most 
weighty objection which has ever been stated against 
the theory I have adopted. I shall therefore^ttempt 
a serious and candid reply. 

1. I have no inclination to doubt either the piety or 
the learning of those divines who have advocated the 
doctrine of three distinct Persons in one God. Many 
ftach, I doubt not, have already been admitted into the 
realms of bliss, and others I believe are in the way which 
leads to the sam^ state. Some of this class of divines 
with whom I am acquainted, I esteem as the exeellent 
of the earth, and as vastly my superiors in piety, 
learning, and discernment. Bui fallibility has been 
the common lot of Christians, as long, at least, as the 
Athanasian theory has been received as the . orthodox 
faith. And among all the great and good divines, 
ieftBHot find one who has ever given evidence ot 
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infallibUitif. Great and good diviBes, like other good 
people, have been liable to err. Nor can I find, that 
Christ ever promised that he would not soff^ his 
ehureh to fall into any error in sentiment respecting 
the character of the Father, the Son and the Holy 
Spirit. Therefore, however improbaUe it may appear 
to you that there is any incorrectness in the doctrine 
which has been so long and so generally received, and 
80 ably .and abundantly advocated, the possUnUty that 
there may be incorrectness must he admitted. An in- 
vestigation, therefore, may be highly proper and useful. 

2. I would ask, Is it not a truth, that, for many 
eenturies, the doctrine before us has heenpopular~^o 
popular that a man must run the hazard of losing hi» 
reputation for piety, if he should call in question its 
correctness P And would not such a state of things 
naturally preclude any general, thorough, and impar- 
tial examination of the subject ? Would not many, 
even among good people and good ministers, be likely 
to choose to take it for granted that the popular doe- 
trim is true, and content themsdves with searching 
the Scriptures for texts to support it P Such a course 
of procee£ng, I confess, I adopted for a number of 
years. Such was my veneration for the characters of 
tiiose writers who had defended the theory, that it seem^ 
ed to me safe to follow them. My object, therefore, in 
studying on the- subject, was mere! j to support the 
doctrine. I do not know that others have been so 
deficient ; but if they have, this may be one reasoir 
why the doctrine has bera so long and so generaUj 
admitted. 

The proposition, which affirms that there are three 
distinct Persons in one Ck>d, is surely not a BibK^ 
proposition**! am willing to admit it as a jj^positioa 
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fbmed by good men to express their views of (hemeoit- 
ing of Ood's word. But we have the Bible before us, 
m well as those who formed the proposition, and 
it is oar datj to bring the doetrine to the Bible for ex-^ 
amination^ and not merely for support. 

3. Do not your peculiar sentiments, as a Hopkin- - 
tiaa, imply a departure from doctrines which havo 
been considered as Ughly important, which have been 
generally received for several centuries by the most 
pious Christians, and which have been advocated by 
mihitodes of great and good divines ? Why were 
you not afraid of impeaching the character of tho 
great Head of the church b^ adopting sentiments in 
a manner which, in your own view, would imply that 
he had suffered his most faithful friends for a long 
time to be in an error on some important points ? Why 
w^e you not contented to receive for truth the theories 
rfour pious forefathers, and thus have saved yourself 
the trouble of laborious investigation, and from the re- 
proaches of those who have viewed you as departing 
from doctrines which have long been received by the 
pious and faithful friends of Christ ? It does not, sir, 
appear, that our Hopkinsian brethren have been much 
afraid of impeaehing the character of Christ, by 
preaching and writing Tiiiat they have thought to be 
the truth, although, in some respects, they contradict- 
ed theories whi^ have long been received as essen- 
tial doctrines of the gospel. 

4. I willingly admit, that the great body of Christ's 
faithful friends have been so far united, as to adopt, 
as an article of faith, a proposition which affirms thre^ 
distinct Persons in one God. Btit is it not a solemn 
truth, that nineteen tweatieths of those, who have pro- 
fessed to believe the article, have never eiamined the 
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terms ot the proposition so as to be able to tell in what 
sense they believed it to be trne ? And have not the 
great and pious divines in every age, since the pro- 
position was adopted, been greatly divided as to its 
real import ? 

Mr. Jones, and some others, have informed ns, that 
by the THREE Persons they mean three distinct 
Agents. But Dr. Hopkins says, "It must be care- 
fully observed, that when this word is applied to th« 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, as three dis- 
tinct Persons, it does not import the same distinction 
as when applied to men." But he does nofe pretend 
to be able to tell M'hat the word (fee* import^ as ap- 
plied to the Deity. There are other -ministers who 
frankly own that they know not what is intended by 
Persons in the proposition* 

'Dr. Watts, in his day, *said, *^The common or 
scholastic explication of the Trinity, which has been 
long and universally received, and been called ortho- 
dox, is, that God is but one simple, infinite, and eter- 
nal Spirit ; Hence it foUows, that the Divine essence, 
powei's, and essential properties of the Father, the 
Son, and the Spirit, in the Godhead, are numerically 
the very same : that it is the same numerical con- 
sciousness, understanding, will, and power, which be- 
longs to the Father, that also belongs to the Son and 
to the Holy Spirit: and tliat the sacred Three, are 
distinguished only by the superadded^ relative proper^ 
ties of paternity ^filiation f and precession,^^ ^ 

Perhaps the M^ord procession should have been used, 
instead of " precession ;" but I have given the word 
as I found it in Memoirs of Dr. Watts, page 98. 

If Dr. Watts gave a^true account of what had 
" been long and universally received" as the ortho- 
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dox faith, Mr. Jones and those who agree with him 
in seiitiment have greatly departed from the ortho- 
dox faith. The orthodox faith, according to Dr. 
Watts, implied no more than one infinite, self-exist- 
ent Agent; the terms Father^ Son^ zjid Holy Ghosff 
denoted ^' superadded, relative properties." But Mr. 
Jones supposes three distinct Agents. 

Some, hy the three distinct Persons, have under- 
stood no more than one Being acting in three distinct 
offices. The same Person or Being is Father as 
CretLtor, Son as Redeemer^ and Holy Ghost as Sane- 
tifier. This may harmonize with the doctrine of 
*^ superadded, relative properties." 

In the conclusion of the ** Memoirs of Dr. Watts," 
the \iTiter says, " K I understand the great reformer 
Calvin aright, he in like manner conceived of the 
WoHD and Spirit as the Wisdom and Power of the 
Deity personified.* The pious Mr. Baxter adopted a 
like personification." The same writer quotes from 
Mr. Baxter a passage, which shows that there had 
been other methods still of explaining the personality 
of the Trinity, 

" Abundance of heretics," says Mr. Baxter, '' have 
troubled the church with their self-devised opinions 
about the Tiinity, and the Person and nature of 
Christ. And I am loth to say how much many o 
Uie orthodox have troubled it also, with their self- 
coneeited, misguided and uncharitable zeal against 
those they judged heretics. 1 would advise the reader 

• When this passage ftas quoted I had not seen Calvin's 
« Institutes.*' He indeed says tilings vlueh favor the idea ^^^^ 
the -mgdom and poxver of Deity are personified, for the Son f^/jf 
Holy spirit. But he sav;M)thcr tbings of a very different cofST 
plexioo. See the quotatif>rfi in part 11. letter IX. 
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to be none of ihem that shall eharge with hefesj iiU 
those who say that the three Persons are lieus seif 
sum irdelli^eTiSj Deus a eeipso wteUectus^ et Dens a 
seipso amatus^ (though I am not one,) nor yet those 
holy men whom I have eited, and many oOiers, who 
•xpressly say that Fotentiaj Sapimttaj et Amor^ 
Power, Wisdom^ and Lovs, are the Father, Son, 
mnd Holy-Ghost." 

Thus, sir, we may see how the great and pious di- 
vines, with whieh God has blessed his church, have 
been divided in their real opinUms of the meaning of a 
proposition whieh they aU had adopted as an article of 
faith. One class out of six has agreed with you in 
sentiment, that by the three Persons are intended three 
distinct Jigents; a seeond class uses the term Persons 
in an indefinite sense, without explanation 5 a third, 
by three Persons, understands three offices^ the fourth 
supposes one proper Person, and His Wisdom and 
Power personified for the other, two Persons ; the fifth 
supposes the three Persons to be three principal attri^ 
butes of GodyPower^ Wisdom^ and Love^ the othersup- 
poses the personality to mean no more than tliis, God 
under standir^ hhnsdf, God understood by himself and 
Gxd loving himself. 

Of what use, sir, to Christianity, can that propo* 
sition be, whieh is thus variously understood by the 
best divines? While there is so great a variety «f 
, real opinion about the import of the article, their 
agreeing to adopt it as an article of faith tan be n% 
evidence of its correctness. But is not the disagree-^ 
mentastotheintpprfof the ward Person^ in the pro- 

fution, some evidence that the word is improperly 
td ? You cannot justly accuse me of differing more 
nal opinion from those whciaave adopted this artr' 
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de, (kail tbey differ from' each other. And I would 
«aggest it for your serious ei^ifsideration, whether yoar 
departure from the ancieBt orthodox faith is not in- 
finitely greater than mine — ^yea, greater by two infini" 
lies f Yoo suppose three self-existent, infinite Agents ; 
1 8i]^pQse hut one ; and if Dr. Watts fairly stated the 
explication of the Trinity, which had ^^ been long and 
nniversally received'^ as orthodox, the ancient ortho- 
doxy implied bnt one infinite Agent. And with his 
statement agrees all but one of the several explana- 
tions which have been enumerated ; the personality 
was eridently understood as figurative. 

The evidence we have before us, that great and 
good men have been greatly divided on the subject of 
the personality of the Trinity, may serve to evince 
the propriety of the caution given by Mr. Baxter 
against indulging a censorious spirit one towards 
another. The more deep and mysterious the subject, 
die more occasion we have for self-diflidenee, and the 
more room for the exercise of Christian candor to- 
wairds those who inay differ from us in opinion. 

The experience I have had of my own faUihility 
may be considered as an admonition te me against in* 
dulging a self-confident spirit respecting the correct^ 
ness of my present views. I have indeed been long 
searching and laboring to ascertain the truth, and to 
bring my views to harmonize with the meaning of the 
world of God. But I am yet far from any claim to 
infallibility. I can hardly expect that I shall be free 
from mistakes in explaining the numerous passages of 
Scripture which will naturally come under considera- 
tion. But this I know, that I have no interest la 
serve by perverting or misapplying the Scriptures. 

a 
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It is, I hope, my aim, to aet faitMaily for Christ in 
attempting to explain his word ; and with him I may 
safely leave the event. 

I am not insensible that I expose to peril the little 
share of reputation which I have hitherto possessed, 
by taking ground so singular and unpopular. Nor am 
I at all indifferent as to the esteem and good will of 
my fathers and brethren with whom I have been in 
fellowship. My esteem for them is not at all abated 
hy any change in my own sentiments ; and it is mj 
wish, to give them no occasion qf offence in my manner 
of writing. It will be my duty to expose M'hat I esteem 
to be erroneous in their sentiments ; but I hope to do 
it in the j^irit jof meekness, of candor, and of loye. 
My dissenting from them in opinion is surely no rea- 
son why I should be offended with them ; and I am not 
sensible that it is a reason why they should be offend- 
ed with me. But should they vie\i' my dissent as 
ground of offence, I hope they will deal with me in a 
ffospel temper J and on gospel principles^ duly hearing 
in mind that hitter revilings and sound reasonings j^e 
things of a very different nature.* 

Tliree principal propositions I shall attempt to il- 
lustrate and support, in the course of my Letters to 
you — viz. 

I. That the self-existent God is only one Person. 

II. That Jesus Christ is God's own Son. 

III. That by the Holy Ghost is intended the fulness 
of Godj or the efficient, productive emanations of Di- 
vine fulness. 

• Such was my " Ao/»tf" when I published the first edition. I 
must now say I wiVA it may be bo in future. But alas ! " what 
is man !" 
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1b support of the first pr^zposition;! shall, in my next 
Letter, distinctly eonsider what is meant by the word 
Tersom 



LETTER n. 

Personality defined and illustrated: 

REV. SIR, 

rr has been supposed to be a very diffieult thing to 
ascertain in what personality consists, or what consti* 
tutes personality. It may, however, be found an easy 
thing to tell what is meant by the word Persofij as it 
is used in Scripture, and in common discourse. I will 
exhibit a few instances of the use of the term in the 
Scriptures. 

" Noah the eighth Person.'' " Joseph was a goodly 
Person.'' " No uucircumcised Person shall eat there- 
of." '* Whosoever hath killed any Person." ^ Goest to 
battle in thine own Person." " A righteous Person." 
« A wicked Person!" "Thy Person." "His Person." 

Such a manner of using the term is common in all 
writings with which I am acquainted. We apply the 
term Person to any man, or woman, to an angel, to 
Jesus Christ, and to God. But we do not apply it to 
any class of beings below the human race. The pro- 
nouns he or she, &c. we apply to the brutal crea- 
tion ; but it would be thought an impropriety of .speech 
to apply the term Person to the most sagacious horse 
or dog. By careful observation, it will be found that 
we use the personal pronouns iu reference to any be- 
ings which are supposed to possess animal life ; but 
the word Person is properly applied only to intelligenA 
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Beings^ Inunimate objects, in figurative latiguag^^ 
are often personified ; but the very idea and mode oT 
personification implies what is intended by the word 
Person^ viz. an intelligent Being. 

What is meant by the word Person, is just as ob- 
vious to common people as what is meant by the 
inoon. And we have no more occasion to inquire 
what constitutes personality in order to tell what is 
meant by the word Perafon, than we have to ascertain, 
the essence of the moon in order to tell whjat objeet 
is cidled by that name. And it is no more difficult to- 
ascertain what constitutes personality, than to ascer- 
tain what constitutes intelligent existence. 

It mky be objected, that there is no part or property 
•f a man but what is spoken of in the possessive case, 
as though it were something distinct from personality. 
We say, his hands^ hisfeet^his head, his intellects, his 
heart, his body, his soul, as though personality were 
something distinct from any of these. 

This is all granted ; but in the same idanner we 
Hse the word Person itself 5 we say his Person, And 
thus the term is used in the Bible, ^^the express image 
of his Person.'*^ But it does not hence follow, that 
personality consists in something distinct from Person. 

As one person is one intelligent Being, so two or 
three Persons are two or three intelligent Beings. So 
obvious is this to the common sense of mankind, that it 
may be doubted whether any man can form any other 
idea of two persons than that of two intelligent Beings. 
If it be understood, that we are speaking of human 
Beings, and mention is made oi two persons, it as clear- 
ly conveys the idea of two intelligent Beings, as if we 
should say two men. The same observation will ap- 
ply to angels. 
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Borne writere of eminence bave sn^^sted^ or assert' 
eJ, that Ferson and Being are not terms of the samo 
import ; and, therefore, it may imply no eontradietioity 
to say, three persons in ofne Being or one Ood. Bat I 
have pot fonnd that they have attempted to explain the 
difference between Person and Beings I shall^not pre- 
tend that these terms are uniformly of synimymous im- 
port, for the term Being may be applied to any object 
which exists, but the term Ferson is applicable only to 
intelligent existence. But the phrases, an intelligent 
Ferson and an intelligent Beingj may properly be con? 
sidered as synonymous. If you think otherwise, be 
pleased to explain the difference; 

In writing on divinity, it is highly important tftat 
we should use language according to its common ac- 
ceptation; To make use of terms, of which we can. 
give no intelligible explanation, has no tendency to 
communicate light. Those who make use of terms in 
relation to Godf or to Christ, ought, at lea^t, to.be abla 
and willing V tell their oum meaning in the use of 
those terms. If I say that the Father and the Son are 
two distinct Persons, I ought to be wiUing to tell what 
I mean by the word Person* And if I have any defi* 
nite meaning to the term, it may be expected that, in 
some way, I can make it known. But if I have no 
definite meaning to the term,, how is it possible that 
another person^ can tell whether he agrees or disagrees 
with me in sentiment ? 

If I only state, that I bielieve that the Father and the 
8k>n are two distinct Persons, there is, perhaps, no 
Christian but will: say he believes the same. But as 
noon as I expMn what I mean by the word Person^^ 
ay will dissent and avow their disagreement.. Hav-- 
^ thus exposed myself to their disapprobation^^ bf 
a,«* 
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iftplaimng my meaning) may I not be permitted to dsk 
what they mean by the teem, that I may be able to eoni^ 
jgare the two opinions ? And ought I to receive it as a 
satisfactory answer, if I am: told that Person and Be- 
ing are not the same, and that personality is son^^^thing 
^whieh cannot be defined P 

As you, . sir, profess to believe that the Father and 
ihe Son are two perstms, and yet but one intelligent 
Being, I would ask whether the Father is not one intel- 
ligent Being P And is not the Son also an intelligent 
Being P Was he not an intelligent Bei^g who came in- 
fo the world to die for our sins P And was he who came 
and he who sent him one and the same intelligent 
Being P 

As you also deny the human personality of Christy, 
or that as a derived Beings he was a Person, and still 
admit that he was, in respect to his human nature, tru- 
ly a Man, I would ask what addition would hfive been 
necessary to constitute that Man a proper person P If 
we deny that, as a derived intelligence,, he was a Per- 
son, will it not be difficult to make it appear that there 
is any such Uiingas personality in Man^P Sin excepted, 
what do we find in ourselves which was notfouiidin tfre 
Man Christ Jesus P If we take ground respecting per- 
sonality, on which it cannot be proved that there is any 
^ueh thing as a human Person, how shall we be able 
to show that there is any propriety in applying the term 
Person to the Deity P It is a clear ease, that so lon^ 
as weremain ignorant €€ the import of theierm, we can 
never be sure that it* i& properly applied. 

I have not, sir^ pursued this inquii^ wiUi any desire 
to perplex the minds of others, or to multiply or widens 
:4h& breaches which exist among professed Christians, 
'Au^, if possible, ta de somethtn^ which may contrihut£^ 
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ffe greater unanimity. Nothing, perhaps, has eontrib- 
Mted more to keep the subject of the Trinity involved 
ia obscnrity, than an indefinite and unmeaning wse of 
the term Person. 1 will not affirm, that the definition 
I have given is perfect 5 but 1 will hope, that hy frank- 
ly avowing my o\vn views, and exposing myself to the 
censure of others, I may, at least, be the occasion of 
further inquiry and further light oh the subject. 

Permit me now, sir, to appeal from your theory to 
yonr enlightened common sense. Did you ever con- 
ceive of the Father and the Son as one and the same 
intelligent Being ? When you thank God for the gift 
of his Son to die for us, do you not uni&rmly conceive 
•f the Father a» one intelligent Being, and of the Son 
as another ? From my own past experience, I may pre- 
•nme, that, according to your common sense, the 
Father and the Son are as distinctly two intelligent 
Beings, as Abraham and Isaac. Of what importanct- 
then can it be to Christianity; to attempt to support 
a theory of personality which is undefinable and ' 
ineffable, which does not accord with the common ac- 
ceptation of the tetm Person, nor with the practical 
views even of those who adopt it ? Scarcely any 
thing is more obvious to the common understanding 
•f men, than what is usually intended by the word 
Person f but when the term is applied to the Deity, 
they must be told that it means something which can- 
- Bot be explained. But if the explanation I have given 
af the meaning of the word Person shall be found tc 
accord with the common sense of mankind, and with 
the practical views of Christians in relation to the 
Father and Son^ may I not hope to escape the censuro 
#f those who profess not to know what is nicaat bj 
PecsoB as applied to God i 
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It win probably be urged, that God is ineompre* 
Sensible, and that the doctrine which affirms three 
persons in one God or am Beings is no more aboy« 
•ur comprehension than the eternity and self-existence 
of Jehovah. 

It will readily be granted, that Gk>d is to us ineom'-' 
prehensible in his Being and all his attributes ; yet, 
in respect to any of his attributes, we can explain 
what voe mean by the terms in which they are ex- 
pressed. We can so explain as to make each other 
understand what we mean by the terms eternity and 
sdf-eanstence. \ Let it, then, be as intelligibly ex^ain- 
cd what is meant by Terson^ when we say that there 
are three Persons in one God, or one intelligent Beings 

The ineomprehensibleness of an object is no reason 
why we should use terms without any definite mesot- 
ing. God is an incomprehensible object ; but in using^ 
the terni^ we may have an intelligible and definite 
meaning. We ought, at least, to have so mueh mean*- 
Mg to the terms we use, that we* ean explain our 
«irn meaning. 

By some good writers ^'it has been supposed, thttt^ 
the proposition which ailifms a plurality of PersoTt^ 
in <»ie intelligent Beings implies no eontradietiAn. 
But I would ask, how is it knottm that it does not im- 
ply a contradiction ? Can we affirm any thing of a. 
proposition any fturther tiian we understand the terms? 
Let the terms be explained, and then we stand on fkir 
^ound to judge whether the proposition does or does 
$tot imply a coirtradietion* But until this be done^ it 
would be very improper, at least for me, to affirm any 
thing concerning it, one way or another^ Until y/m. 
mderstand the term Person, we know not what iKu 
jl ffirmed in thepropositioB« And i£ there hena dcA— 
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site meaning to the term, he who states the propo- 
sition either affirms nothing) or he affirms he knows 
not what. If we think to give instruction by using 
terms in an indefinite and undefinabie sense, we most 
eertainly miss our aim. For no person can be en- 
listened by any proposition any farther than he un- 
derstands the meaning of the terms. If then, in writ- 
ing on divinity, wg use terms which are undefinable 
in our own application of them, what do we better 
than to darken counsel by words without knowledge P 

The following proposition is supposed to be apos- 
tolic, **There are three that bear record in heaven, the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost," This pat- 
sage, I am fully satisfied, as will appear, Letter YI, 
is an interpolation. But even should it be supposed 
genuine, it affi>rds no proof of the Trinitarian senti- 
ment. For neither the term Persons^ nor the name 
Gedj is to be found in the passage. And if mx know 
not the import of the term Persons, was it not very 
improper for Trinitarians to insert it in a proposition 
intended to express an apostle's' meaning ? It waa 
with a view to render this propositio9 more explicit^ 
that the term Person was inserted. But however in^ 
explicit or indefinite the proposition may be, as it 
stands in the Bible, it surely could not be amended by 
inserting a word without meaning, or by using a de- 
finite term in an uvdefinable sense. 

As to ihk improper use of the term Person, I con- 
sider myself as having been culpable as well as others. 
And while I frankly place myself on this ground, I 
do it in hope that the preceding remarks will not be 
viewed as designedly rcproaeiifal to any class af 
Christians or diviiie&. 
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. Thus, sir, I have attempted to establish one poiai 
in favor of the proposition^ that the Supreme Being, 
•r self-existent God, is only one Person, If the ae- 
eount which has been given of fthe word Person be 
correct, to say that the one self-existent God is three 
self -existent Persons^ is the same as to say that the 
self-existent God is three self-existent intelligent Be- 
ings. And if there be a propriety in saying that the 
ONE God is but one supreme Being, there can be 
ko propriety in saying that the one God is three 
self-existent Persons, — ^But there are still other 
considerations which may be brought into vie\« im 
snbsequent Letters. - 



LETTER m. 

The Scripture useof PRONouys and verbs in relationr 
to God. 

rev. sir, 
ALTHOUGH the definition which has been given 
~ef the term Person should be admitted as correct, still 
it may be thought that a definition may be given of 
the term God, which will render it consistent to say 
three Persons in one Gon. And such a definition ha& 
been given by Mr. William Jones in his celebrated 
performance on "The Catholic doctrine of the Trini- 
ty.'^ In page 9, he says, "The word God, though of 
the singular number, is of jsZuro/ comprehension.'^^ In 
proof of this idea he has written a distinct chapter, ia 
which he has evidenced both labor and ingenuity. 
And it will be admitted, that if, in the Scriptures, the 
^rm God be intended te import three self-existent: 
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Fer8on$9 there is no more contradiction in affirming 
Uiat there are three Fersans in one God, than there 
would be in affirming that there are three Persons in 
•ne Council^ or one Senate^ or one Triumvirate. 

In support of his idea, Mr. Jones has not only men« 
tioned some naims which are plural in the Hebrew, 
which are in English translated God ^ but he has 
stated that there are also pronouns and verbs of the 
plural number agreeing with the term God. And it 
must be acknowledged that, at first view, these things 
appear inadi in fayor of a plurklitj of Persons in- 
Gbd. For according to the established principles of 
grammar, pronouns and verbs should agree with their 
nouns in number. It then behoves us to examine the 
subject with care and with candor. 

Mr. Jones has exhibited several instances in which, 
in our translation, the pronouns us and our are used, 
as he supposes, as proper pronouns for God only, and 
as denoting a plurality of Persons in the one God. 

The first text which he mentions is Gen. i.' 26* 
^And God said, let us make man in our image, and 
after our likeness." — ^In reference to this text, it may 
be ohserved, that these pronouns do not necessarily 
imply more than two Persons^ nor do they necessarily 
imply that both of them were self-existent. The rep- 
resentation is, that God spake to some other Person. 
And as he created all things by his Son Jesus Christ, 
the Son was probably the Person to whom God spake. 
And all the plural pronouns which Mr. Jones has re- 
lied on may be accounted for in the same manner. 

In respect to the plural noims which he has nicfn-^ 
tioned, I shall only say, that they go as far to prove 
a plurality ofOods^ as they do to prove a plurality of 
self -existent Persons. 
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BbI besides nouns and prmummj he has tiigg«ite#» 
Ibat, in the Hebrew^ several plural verbs and odfec' 
twes are found agreeing with the noun Cbd. This h» 
Also considers as evidenee tlmt the w<M*d Ood implies 
a plurality of Persons. Being wholly unaeqnainted 
with the Hebrew language, I cannot pretend to dis- 
pute the correctness of his statements. Some things, 
howeyer, may possibly be suggested, which may be 
«uffieient ground on whieh to doubt the correctness o/ 
his inference. 

i. I think we have no evidence, that the sacred 
writers were perfectly acquainted with the rules of 
grammar, nor that the Divine Spirit, by which they 
wrote, secured them from every departure from the 
rules of grammar in the construction of sentences.— - 
But, 

3. Ifit were certain that the inspired penmen never 
deviated from the rules of grammar, it wiiuld still b* 
possible that as many as five or six mistakes in th^ 
mrnJber of verbs, might be made in copying the Old 
Testament five or six thousand times. For though we 
have evidence that great care was taken in copying the 
Scriptures, we have no evidence thi^ scribes were in- 
flEillible. And if, in the innumerable eopyings of the 
Old Testament prior to the art of printing, not more 
than^i?e or six verbs were changed from the singular 
to the plural number, we have great reason to acknowl- 
edge a superintending Prcfvidcnce. 

Thus, sir, I have endeavored candidly to reply to 
Mr. Jones's arguments from plural pr&itouns and 
verbs. Let it now be supposed, that instead of five 
or six plural pro7io7in5 of doubtful relation, he had 
fbnnd. five or six thousmni plural pronouns which obvi^ 
oubsly stand as substittdes for the names Oody Lord, or 
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Jehovah $ would aoi. hie argam^it have been nt leiitt 
a tkoQsand times more foreiUe than it is on the ground 
he ha» produced P Yea, let it be supposed that, on the 
most eareffil examination, he had found in the Bible 
only five or six pronouns for God of the singular num- 
her^ and those, too^ of doubtfal import | and that, on 
the other hand, he had found all the pronouns for God> 
of the plural number ^ excepting the five or six doubt- 
ful instances ; would not his argument have been in^ 
vincible in favor of a plurality of Persons in the God- 
head ? Would any man of sense, aftejr such an e:^ 
hibition, ever have called in question the doctrine of 
three self-existent Persons ? Confident I am, that such 
an arg:ument would have had more weight in my mind 
than all -the ai^uments I have seen or heard in favor 
of that doctrine. 

Permit me th«a, sir, to retort the argun^ent from the 
use ef pronouns and v^rbs in the Bible. Excepting 
those doubtful instances of plural pronouns mentioned 
by Mr. Jones, are not the pronouns for God unifomdy 
of the singular number ? Instead oSJlve or six doubt- 
ful eases, do we not find^i^e or six thousand instances 
in which personal pronouns of the singular number are 
nnqnestionably used as substitutes for the nouns God, 
Loai>9 or Jesoyah P — And setting aside Mr. Jones* 
exeeptions, do we not find the verbs^ agreeing with the 
noun Gob, uniformly of the singular number^ 

When God speaks of himself in the fir^t^Person, he 
uses the pronouns ly My or Mine, Me. When he is ad- 
dressed in the seeand Person, the pronouns are 2'hoUf 
Thy or Thine, Thee. When he is gpoken of in the 
thii^ Person^ the pronouns are He, His, Him. — ^This, 
you must be sensible, is. the general and anifona use 
of the pronouns far God, in the Old Testament and the 
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New. It may foe added, that Myself^ Thg^df and 
Himself J are also used as pronouns for God. 

If Gk^d were three co-equal Persons, it wouM 
be very natural to expect that we should find explicit 
evidence of this in the manner of giving the law, and in 
the prayers of saints. But w^en the law was given on 
' Mount 8inai, God spake in the singular number, ^^ J 
am the Lord thy God — ^thou shalt have no other Gbds 
before me." And is it not, sir, a solemn fact, that in all 
the prayers throughout the Bible, in which God is ad- 
dressed, that he is addressed as (7n« individual Person i 
(Moses, David, and Daniel^ may be considered a« 
well acquainted with God. Each of them addressed 
God as one Person only. 

Moses said, " Yet now if thotj wilt, forgive my sin^ 
and if not, blof me, I pray thee, out of thy book." 

l>avid said, " O God, to whom vengeance belonga, 
shew THYSELF^ — ^uot youvselves, " Lift up thyself, 
THoy Judge of the earth." 

Daniel said) " O Lord, hear ; O Lord, forgive 5 Q 
Lord, hearken and do 5 defer not, for thine own sake , 
O my God .* for thy city and thy people are calledi 
by thy name." 

We may here add, that Christ, who must be suppos- 
ed to be better acquainted with God than any ancient 
prophet or any modem divine, addressed the Father 
^ not only as one Person^ but as the " only true God.'^ 
As the 8on, he addressod the Fathjer, and in his pray- 
er he had these words, " And this is Ufe eternal, that 
they might know thee, the only true God, and Je- 
sus Christ whom thou has sent."^ 
, I think, sir, I may say, without hazard, that there 
is no intimation in the Bible of three self-existent Per- 
sons in one God, either in the manner in which Divine 
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etfmmaads were eommunieated, or in the prayers of 
saints. Bat in giving eommands, God uniformly made 
himself known as one individual Person ; and as to an 
individual Person, the prophets and saints addressed 
their prayers to God.- 

Moreover, in all theremarkable manifestations of 
himself to mankind, God made himself known as one 
Person only. — ^When he appeared to Adam alter the 
fally he manifested himself as one Person. And in 
pronouneing the eurse upon the serpent, as one Per- 
soifr he spake, " J will put enmity between thee and the 
woman. And unto the woman he said, I will greatly 
multiply thy sorrow,'* &e. 

AsonePerson,Godmanife8tedhimseIftoNoah. ^And 
6od said unto Noah, The end of all flesh is eome up be- 
fore ME. And behcdd, J, even J, do bring a flood upon 
die earth. But with thee will /establish my covenant." 

In his various appearanees to Abraham, he reveal- 
ed himself as only one Person. — ^' Jam thy shield and 
thy exceeding great reward — I will make thy seed as 
the dust of the earth — ^lam the Almighty God, walk 
before me, and be thou perfect." 

Similar to thi&, was the style and manner adopted hj 
God in all his appearances to Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob. 

In all the manifestations which God made of himself 
to Moses and the people of Israel, he uniformly repre- 
sented himself as one Person. And thus he represent- 
ed himself in his communications to the Prophets. It 
may also be obterved, that in several instances God 
adopted forms of ppeeeh which not only implied a deni- 
al of the existence of any other God, but also of the 
existence of any other self-existent Person. — ^'^ See 
now that J, even / am he, and there is no God witft 
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uz ', I kin, and /make alive ; / wound, and JheaL'^ 
Deut. xxii. 30. — ^^ And there is no god else besides me^ 
a just Otoi and a Savior^ there is none besides me. . 
Look unto MEy and be je saved, all je ends of the 
earth ; for J am God, and there is none else/' Isa* 
xlv. 21, 22.— *' Remember tl^jB former things of 
old ; for Jam God, and there is none else ; /am God, 
ui^d there is pone like Me." 

When God reveals himself under the title of the 
Holy One, or the Holy One of Israel, he repre- 
sents himself not only as one God but as one Person. 
^- Thus saith the Lord, the Holy One of Israel, and 
his Maker, Ask me of things to coma eoneeming 
MY SONS ; and eoneeming the work of mv hands, com- 
mand ye me." 

In conformity to the idea whieh God gave of himself^ 

-as being one Person only, all the saered writers^ in 

speaking of God, speak of him as one Person, by using 

a personal pronoun of the singular number, as Be^ 

Hi$9 Him^ together with corresponding verbs. 

The Son of God, in the course of his ministry, spakei 
of God as one Person. ^^ God so loved the world) that 
HE gave HIS only begotten Son," &c.—- And the apos* 
ties uniformly spake of God as one Person only .^—-Tlie 
scribe who came to Christy and received his appro<^ 
batioH as not Air from the kingdom of God, in the 
course of the conversation, and in reply to Christ, 
said, " There is one God, and there is none other but 
He." And his remark was approved by Christ. 

Nouns of "plural comprehension,^* such as Mr. Jones 
supposes the word God to be, admit the article the 
before them, as the council, the senate ; and the pro- 
nouns, to agree with them, must b^ either neuter pro- 
'nouns of the singular number^ or imasculin^p^onotins 
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•f the plural ntmber. Speaking of a eoaneil, we either 
My, B adjourned, or They adjourned— *0f a senate,' A 
passed an aet, or Hiey passed an aet. We do not saj 
of a ectnneil, He adjourned $ nor of a senate, He pas- 
sed an aet — ^Nor does a senate or a eouneil, speaking 
io the first person, say I will. 

In view of these obseirations, sir, suffer me to pre-^ 
sent to your notiee some of the foregoing passages of 
Seriptore, in a manner eonformable to the Athanasian 
theory. I will be^n with the passage in Genesis, so 
Biaeli quoted by Athanasian writers, and eonneet with 
it the IbUowing verse. The passage, to agree with 
your views, should read thus :.*..^ And fi^ G^said,- 
Let U8 make man in our image, and after oter like- 
ness. So 2^e Gocilereated man in f^r own image, and 
after 2Aeir likeness ; in the image of^^ Gfod ereated 
they him." 

If the pronouns us and our are pronouns for OodaH" 
ly, the following pronouns should be also of the plural 
number. 

Upon the same prineiple^ the first eommandment 
wovld read as follows :...• ^ ThoiFshalt have no other 
godn before" us. 

When God said, ^ J am Ged^ and there is none like^ 
3fBy" would not your theory have required the fidlow- 
ing&rm ?...Wi& aa£ ths God, and there is none like us. 

Would not the woids of CJuist, to have eorrespond- 
cd with your views, have stood thus F...«^^ The Ghd so < 
loved the world, that thst gave thkxr only begotten 
Son," &e. s 

The words of the seribei ^ There is one God, and' 
there is none other but thbm," or but it. 

A remarkable variation would also be requisite ixf 
dM^ passage in whidi God apeaka- of hnnselitaa thn 
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Che Holt One. <<Thiu %Mk the Lord^ tbe Uoi^r 
One of Israel, and his Makers A«k vs of thii^ tf> 
eome, eoncerning our sobs^ ; and eoBe^niiig die wark 
of OUR hands, e(»imaitd ye ub.^ 

I would further safest, whether another Timitiott 
in this text would not render it still moro eon^Hiaa- 
Ue to Mr. Jones^ scheme, e^en to the knguage of 
Athanasians in general ? ^ Thus saith tbe Lord, the 
Holt three of Israel 1" This, I eoneeire, wouldhlsve 
been a correct expression of your doctrine of the TrtAi- 
ty in Unity. Under the term Lord or Jehotab, the 
ilnity would have been implied ; and under the tem» 
Holy tbrbs, the Trinity would have been expressod^ 

Will you, sir, be pleai^ed now to consider what a 
great and surprizing change must be mado^throughout 
the Bible, in respeot to the pronouns and verbs agree- 
ing with God,- to have the language conformable to die 
Athanasian doctrine ? You cannot be insensible, that in 
every instance in which a persraal pronoun of the sin* 
gtdar number is* used as a substitute for the nous God^ 
something is implied contiiary to that doctrine* Of 
course, a very great portion both of the (Hd Testaanent 
and the New> iS|^ according to the natural* ini^rt <if ' 
language, opposed to that tlieory. If the doctrine of 
three self-distent Persons in one God were true, and of 
sfuefa infinite importance ^ seems to be supposed by 
Vjsr good brethren, hmw, cui it be accounted for, "fliat. 
j&od himself, and all the sacred writers, should so*uni» 
fbrmly adopt such fonns of speech as ^muld naturMy 
lead to the eonelusion, that the one self-existent God 
j(s but one sdf-exlstent Person ? 

Mr. Jones has indeed suggested the idea, that Hie 
'singular pronouns send verbs ^aTe most liommouly used 
9ka fi^oeii^ wiih God, togu^^^aakj^d "agaiast ^ 
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idea of fli«7e Oods than one. Bat may I not, with a^t 
ameh propriety, gu^est^ that they are thus ussd to 
guard a» a^iiist the idea of more than one self-exist- 
ent PeESoa ? or thattliey were thus used, that in case 
anyskoidd adopt ike opinion of a phirality of self-ex- 
ntent Persons, the error might he detected by the cur* 
rot^and mufarm language of Scripture ? 

if it he a truth,, that there are three self-existent; 
PermiiS'in one €bd^ it is donbdess a very important 
trath. N«r ts it to be admitted, that Gfod should eonV 
itantly opeai^ to a manner which tended to impress the 
eontrary idea, to prey^at o«r felling into the error of 
a pfatraltty of Gods. Had it been a trath that there io 
bat ONB Gob, and that this term is of ^^ plural eom- 
prehension," comprizing' three eo-etemal Persons, it 
would eertaifily have been a very easy thing with God , 
to have adopted langaage conlbrmable to both parts of: 
the proposition*. The suggestion of Mr. Jones 
amonnts to nothing less than this, that' God made use 
of laaigiiage wlueh was calculated to kad us into em 
€rror, lest we sfaoald J^i! into another. 

Woold it not, sir, shoek the feelings of a Christian 
aadiebee, if a minisfer, in his prayers and preachings 
^lonld conform his language to the Athanasian theo- 
ry, and the established roles of grammar ? But if the 
^ory be true^ ought yon not to adapt your current 
language, in prayer and preaching, to your theory ? 
You MuiMt he insensible, that to use pronouns and^ 
verts of the sbigukw number f in relation to God, has a 
dnreei tendenOy to impress the minds of your hearera 
with the idea that God is hut one Person^ .And if you 
believe the contrary, ought younot to avoid sueh fbiuis, 
iHTfspeeeh as ^naturally tend to mislead the minds 
*0f jrour -btturaisi YouniU {urohnhly rfitopt tiha^j^v^ 
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tion, and ask^ why I did not avoid saeh forms of speeeb 
while I was an Athanasian ? I ans wer^ I was not 
aware of the ineonsisteiiey between my eommon forms 
of speeeh and the theory I had adopted. If this b& 
your case, you may possibly be excused in respect to 
what is past ; bat What will you do in time to come ? 
To evade the argument resulting from the use of 
singular pronouns and verbs, some will probably say, 
that each Person in the Trinity is Gforf, and may say 
/ am Ghd / and that when a singular pronoun is. used 
for God, one Person only is intended. In re^y, the 
following questions may be asked. 

1. If each Person, as a distinct Person^ may say 1 
am Oodj wiH it not follow that there are as many 
Gods as Persons ? 

2, If there he three self-existent and co-equal Per* 
. sons in God, can it be proper for either of the three im 

say / am God, and there is no God besidss m£ i 
When any one Person adopts this ^guage, does lie 
not naturally exclude every other Person £rom the dig- 
nity which he elahnsfor himself? Suppose three Per- 
sons to be united as co-equal in one government, under 
the title of *King, would it be consistent for either of 
those Persons to say 1 am Mng, and there is no IRng 
besides mb ? If any one of the three should say thuo^ 
would it not be untrue in itself, and a contempt of the 
other Persons P 

Supposing that yon are jof the miittber of diyines 
who venture to tell what is to be understood by the 
word Person as applied to God, and that by three Per-- 
pons you mean ^'three JigentSy^^ I would here suggest 
•ome thoughts for your eonsideration. 

Those who avow, that, by three Persons, they nn^ 
d^tattd three distinct JgeatSy^Skfvr to oath of thfsa 
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Agents self-existenee^ independence, infinite intelli- 
§;enee, and almighty power, as distinct Persons. Of 
coarse, the three Persons are three infinite Agents. 
I would now wish to be informed, what more would be 
necessary to constitute three infinite Beings. And I 
would ask you seriously to consider whether it be pos- 
sible for you to form any idea of three infinite Agents^ 
which does not involve the precise idea of three infi- 
nite intelligent Beings. 

I will next bring into view a iexi^ in which the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, are exhibit- * 
ed, that you may see to what the representation in 
th^ text would amount on your hypotliesis. 

The text we find, Acts x. 38. "How God anointed 
Jesus of Nazarsth with the Holt {>host and with 
Power $ who went about doing good, and healing all 
that were oppressed of the devil : for God was with 
him." 

Here, sir, we have the Trinity fairly exhibited. 
Bnt what would be the representation, if by the threr 
be intended three infinite Agents? Would not the rep- 
resentation be distinctly this, that the firs*/' infini'Te 
JicENrgave the ^hird iirFjNitE dcsNr to enable the 
SECOND iNFjyiTE dcEsr io perform miracles ? 



LETTER IV. 

The Language of good Writers in favor of what they 
mean to deny. 

m:v. siR^ 
FOR the support of the doctrine, that the self-ex- 
i^tent God h but one Person, ray reliance re placed on 
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Hie most obvious and natural import of Scripture Iftu* 
guage. It is, however, hoped, that it will not be 
deemed improper or unfriendly, should I avail myself 
* of the reasonings, eoncessions, and language of Atha- 
nasian writers, for a farjther illustration and confirma- 
tion of what I esteem to be the truth. The authors, 
whose writings I shall quote, are, in my opinion, de- 
servedly in high estimation, as learned, discerning, 
and correct writers. And no author will be quoted or 
named with the least desire to provoke controversy, or 
in any respect to detract frbm his reputation. 

I would now solicit your attention to some passages 
from Dr. Hopkins. In hisr chapter on the Unity of 
Cfod, and the Trinity, to |»rove theUnity of God, or 
that ther^ is but one God, he has made use of some 
arguments, which, if I mistake not, are of the same 
ir eight against the doctrine of a plurality of self- 
existent Persons, that they are against the doctrine 
of a plurality of self^-existent Gods. — ^Thus he reas- 
•nsv^ 

"There can be but one First Cause who existr 
necessarily, and without beginning ; for tliere can be 
but one infinite Being. To suppose another, or a 
second, necessarily excludes the first; and to suppose 
the first, necessarily excludes the second, and any other 
infinite Being. The same is evident from the consid- 
eration of the Divine perfections. God is infinite 
Power, intinite Wisdom. But there cannot be two 
infinite Wisdoms, &e. for this implies a contradiction.'' 

Yet, sir, your theory supposes that there are three 
distinct self-existent and indegendent Persons, which, 
if I mistake not, as fully implies th^ee ^^nfinite 
Wisdoms,^ &c. as the supposition of three iufinite 
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Tbe Doetor ftoeeeds....^^ Moreover, if we make the 
impossible supposition that there are two or more in- 
finite Beings^ ihej must be perfectly alike in all re- 
spects, or not If not perfectly alike, and without any 
difference, in any respeot, then one or the other must 
^. imperfect § for absolute idfinite perfection admits 
of no variation or difference : so that if any twi^Be^ 
in^ differ in any respect, they cannot be both abso- 
lutely perfect ; therefore cannot both be God. But if 
they are perfectly alike in every respect and every 
thing, then they are perfectly one and the same; and 
the supposition destroys itself, being a direct contra- 
.diction." 

K this reasoning be conclusive, will it not apply, in 
'the most direct manner, to invalidate the theory of 
three self-existent and infinite Persons? The three 
Persons must be perfectly alike in«ll respects, or not. 
If not perfectly alike, ^one or the other must be imper- 
fect, and therefore cannot be God : " But if perfectly 
-alike in every respect, then they are perfectly one 
and the same.'' 

Those who admit the Doctor's reasoning as conclur 
sive against three infinite Beings, must, I suspect, to 
be consistent, reject the theory 6f three infinite, inde- 
pendent Persons. 

Dr. Emmons, in his Discourse on the Trinity, has 
made this concession...." Did the Scripture doctrine of 
the Trinity imply that three Persons are one Person, 
or three Gods one God, it would necessarily involve 
a contradiction." — Vet this correct writer has adopt- 
ed forms of speech which evidently imply that one 
Person is three Persons, Such ai^e the following. *'God 
can, with propriety, say, I, Thou, and He, and mean 
only Himself." — ^^ Nothing short of three distinct 
Persons in the one undivided Deity, can render it 
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proper hr Tbu to spetk of H^iiELir 'in tfe Js»t< 
seeond, and third Persons^ I^ Tlv»ik> find H^.'^ou^^^Aad 
so there is a eertain spsiETHi^a in the Dtvise Beings 
Yvhieh renders tt equally neeessary that Hs should 
exist in three Persons." ; .... 

In these passages, He, HiMv&nd Him«i&lt$ are UB- 
od m pronouns for God or Deity. Aad eaeh of iheate 
pronouns strietly eonreys the idea of one Person onlj» 
Yet the Doetor supposed that this one He or Hiit^ 
might speak of Himself as three bistinot Per- 
sons. 

Dr. Spring, in his Sermon on the self-existenee of 
Christ, gives the following exhortation.... "Let us then 
not deny the «elf-exis^tence of God, nor the universal- 
ity of His existence, nor that His indivisible esseqee 
'eoihprises three distinct Persons." 

By the pronoun His, God is, in the first plaee, clear- 
ly considered as but one Person ; yet we are fervently 
exhorted not to deny that ^'His indivisible essenec 
eomprises three distinct Persons." 

Mr. Jones stands on similar ground. He says, 
" No sensible reason can be given, why God should 
speak of Himself in the plural number^ unless Hs 
eonsists of more Persons than one." 

And thus says Dr. Hopkins, " K. there be a Go ©^ 
He does exist vdthout beginning or succession ; and 
^this is as much above our comprehension^ as that He 
exists in three Persons." 

To what, sir, are we to attribute these solecisms ? 
Not to the want of mental energy 5 nor to the want of 
piety 5 nor to the want of scientific or~ grammatical 

* Astonishing ! Did not the Doctor "know that it was a common 
thing for a man to speak of himself in the first, second an«i third 
person ? * 
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knowledge. Bat the«e worthy men had been eon- 
Tersaat Vith the Bible^ and from that source had 
insCTsibiy formed the habit of usoally speaking of Gk>d 
IS only oae Person $ but this being contrary to the 
doctrine which they wished to support, they naturally 
mrolTed ineonsistency in their forms of speech. 

A volume might be filled with such solecisms from 
Athanasian writers. And indeed^ sir, I very much 
doubt whether you ever preached a gospel sermon, or 
ever prayed five minutes, without using pronouns in 
direct contradiction to your theory. 



LETTER V. 

The Mystery of the Trinity in Unity unfolded. 

REV. SIR, 

IN a former letter, I observed to you, that Mr. 
Jones considered the term God as, of "j^ural compre- 
hension." I therefore classed the noun God with 
other nouns of *^plural comprehension," such as, Coun- 
cUy Senate^ Triumvirate^ &e. — ^But since that time I 
again perused Mr. Jones' performance, and find that 
I did not fully comprehend his meaning. As I was 
reading his- remarks on 1 Cor. viii. 6. ^^But to us 
there is but one God, the Father," I noticed this idea, 
'Hhe one God^ the Father^ is the name of a nature un- 
der which Christ, as God, is comprehended." I was 
at first wholly at a loss for his meaning ; it however 
8oon occurred to me, that he considered the term God, 
ill this case, as vl, general or generic term, comprehend- 
ing a plurality of Persons, of one common nature ; as 
Man is sometimes used for all mmikind. I therefore 
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jpursaed the inquiry, to ascertain, if possible, Us real 
meaning. When I came to the part of. his book, en- 
titled, the "Conclusion,^', my apprehjsnsion was fully 
confirmed. 

In page SO, he says, "Thf^t the Persons of God are 
three in number, precisely distinguished, on some oc» 
casions, by the personal names Fjather, th^ Word or 
Son, and Holy Spirit ; and also by diffi^rent offices. 
That the same term is not always peculiar and proper 
to the same Person 5 because the words. God, Lord, 
Jehovah, 9in6. Father, are sometimes applied to one 
^Person and sometimes to another ; while at otber 
times they are not personal, but general names of the 
Diviiie nature?^ 

In page 81, he observes, "There can be no real 
Unity in God but that of his nature, essence^ or suh- 
stance, all of which are synonymous terms." 

That the three Persons are of the same nature or 
essence, he considers as proved on this ground, "Be- 
cause they part;vke in common of the name Jehovah, 
which being interpreted, means the Diyine essence ; 
and what it signifies in one Person it must also sig- 
nify in the others, as truly as the singulaj name «^^cin, 
in its appellative capacity, expresses the common na^ 
lure of all mankindJ^ 

If this be the true Athanasian theory of the Trini- 
ty, it is not so mysterious as has been j;enerally. sup- 
posed ; auid I suspect, it will be. a much less diiliQalt 
task to explain it, than it will to reconcile it to the 
sacred Scriptures. 

It is obvious, from the passages quoted, that Mr, 
Jones considers the term God, as sometimes used^ as 
a general or generic name, comprising a plurality of 
Persons of one common no^ure^ just as we use the term 
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Many as eomprising the whole species. And he also 
supposes, that God is used in this sense as meaning 
the Divine nature^ when It is said, ^^But to us there i§ 
but one Grod." 

And as he has given ns plainly to understand, that 
^there can be no real Unity in God bat that of his 
nature,^^ it is manifest that, on this theory, the Unity 
of God is the same as the unity of Man. Mr. Jones 
supposes, that the three "Pefsons in the Deity are all 
of one nature^ that is, of a Divine nature. So all the 
individttal Persons of the human race are, in the same 
sense, one, they are of one nature^ that is, human 
nature. 

The whole mystery of the Trinity in Unity, aeeord- 
ing to this theory, results from the ambiguous iise of 
the terms God, Lord, Jehovah, &e. these terms being 
^sometimes appliecl to one Person, and sometimes to 
another ; while at odier times theiy are not personal^ 
but general names of tie Divine nature.^ When it is 
said, there are three Persons in one God, the word 
God is used ^^as the name of a nature ;" and the im- 
port is simply this, that there are three Persons of 
the same Divine nature. 

On this theory of the Trinity in Unity, I would 
surest the following inquiries :— 

1. Whether there can be any reasonable objections 
to the proposition, which afhrms that there are as 
many self-existent Beings as there are self-existent 
Persons ? While it has been maintained that there are 
three self-existent Persons, it has been affirmed that 
tliere is but one self-existent JBeinjsr. But if the Unitv 
IS no more than a unity of nature, why may not each 
of the Persons be considered-Tas a distinct intelligent 
Being, according to the natural import of the w»r4 



&2 Oil Ihe Unity of Gad. 

Person P When the word Man is used "as the name 
of a nature,'' it ^comprises many intelligent Beings ; 
as many as it does of intelligent Persons, Why is it 
not thus with regard to that order of Persons iti> 
duded under the "general name^' God ? 

2. If it be adniitted, that, when it is stated in the 
Scriptures that to us there is but one God^ that the 
term God is used "as the name of a nature^l compris- 
ing a plurality of Persons, what evidence can we have 
that the number of Persons is limited to three P Why 
may not that ord^er of Persons, which is denominated 
by the "general name" God, be as gi'eat as the number 
characterized by the general name Man ? — ^The ad- 
vocates for the theory will doubtles)* say, that the 
Scriptures mention but three Persons; but do the 
Scriptures say that there are no mare than three Per- 
sons in God ? The Scriptures teach us, that "there is 
QN£ God, and^hat there is none other but He." And 
if such declarations do not limit the number of self- 
existent Persons, the limits are not ascertained in the 
Bible by any thing with which I am acquainted. 

8. Will it not follow, from this hypothesis, that vx 
the sense that each of three Persons is called God^ 
there are as many distinct Gods as there are distinct 
Persons ? — ^When the term God is used as "the name 
of a nature," or as "a general name for the Divine 
nature^^^ it is easy enough to see, that in this sens& 
there may be no more Gods than one ; but Mr. Jone» 
does not suppose that it is always used in this sense ; 
he supposes the same name is sometimes used person^ 
aUy^ and applied "sometimes to one of the three Per- 
sons, and sometimes to another." This is precisely 
the case with the word Man, It is sometimes used 
"as the name of a nature," comprehending tbe whole 
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species ; yet at other times it is applied in a personal 
manner, sometimes to one Person, and sometimes to 
another* John is a man, James is a man^ Peter is a 
man, &e« And when it is used in this sense, it admits 
of the plural nnmber ; and we may say three men^ or 
three hundred men ; yea, in this sense there may be as 
many Men as Persons^^And in the sense in which the 
Father is God^ and Christ is God^ and the Holy Spirit 
is Gocf, why are there not as many Crods as Perscms P 
It is a clear ease, that if each of three*Person8 is one 
Man^ those three Persons are three Men. And analo- 
gy will teaeh us, that if there are tht^e Divine Per- 
sons, eaehof whomis one God, then those three Per-, 
sons are three Gods. 

I am well aware, that this conclusion is not admit-- 
ted. by our Athanasian brethren i but if it do not fairly 
result from Mr. Jones' premises, I shall rejoice to se« 
the fallacy of the reasoning detected. 

On the whole, the hypothesis of Mr. Jones precludes 
the necessity of any distinction between Person lind 
Beings or intelligent Person and intelligent Being ; 
and under the generic or general name God, it exhib- 
its an ORDER of suFREMR and self-existent iktel- 
LiGEKOEs, to each of whoip the name God may be 
properly applied ; the number of this order of di-^ 
VINE intelligences hc supposes to be but three $ 
this, however, is only supposition ; there is no certain- 
ty in the ease. The Divine nature is doubtless as ex- 
tensive as human nature ; and if it include more than 
one self-existent Person, it may be impossible for us 
to see why it may not comprise as "many Persons as 
human nature. And as Mr. Jones supposed that not 
•nly the word Go% but also the word Lord, was used 
both as an ^^appellative^^ or general name, and also f^ 
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a personal manner as applicable to eaeh of the DiTine 
Persons, the hypothesis seems to open tlm way for the 
re-admission of ''Lords mant^ and Gods nmity." 

In speaking of the three Persons itf the Trinity^ 
Dr, Bmnions says, ''There is a eertain sowrxTHiNG in 
the Divine nature whieh lays a proper foundation for 
these personal distinotions. But what that some- 
thing is, can neither be described nor conceived. 
Here lies the whole mystery of the Trinity,'^ 

Had the go^ Doctor understandingly and believ-^ 
ingly read' Mr. Jones on the sahjeet, he would doubt-' 
less have been able to describe thdt ''eer^in somS' 
ffHjffG^^^ as well to; Mr. Jones hasp done. Ft6rtfi0^ 
'^soME^HiNG^^ appears to be s^imply this, thi DMne' 
noturey like hwman nature^ may eonxprise a plurality 
«i Persons. ttl/r Jm^' 

Thus I have endeavored to unMd the AAmasian' 
mystery of the Trimty } the bnsine^ of retconeilingiV 
l^fth the^ Bible^ I shalI^io# undertafcev 
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CHBIST. 



LETTER I. 

Jesus Christ truly the Sow of God, 

REV. SIR9 

THE first thing which I proposed to establish wa» 
this, that the Supreme Being, or self^xistent God, 
is only one Person. And it is believed, that, in proof 
•f this propositi(«, something has ab*eady been done. 

My second proposition-is, 

That Jesus Christ is truly the Son of God'— If the 
second proposition should be supported, additional 
evidence will appear in favor of the first* For ac- 
cording to your theory, Jesus Christ 19 one of the three 
self-existent Persons, and is personally the self-exist- 
ent God. But should it appear that he i» personally 
and truly the Son of God, it will also appear that he is 
neither the self-existent God, nor a self-existent Person,. 
For, to a discerning and unprejudiced mind, it must be 
obTions, that it is a natural impossibility that the same 
Person should be truly the self-existent God and truly 
the ^SoN of the self-existent GodT? So far as the nat- 
ural import of language is to be regarded, the terms, a 
self-emstevii Sony imply a real and palpable contra- 
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illction. The tenn self-existent is perfectly opposed 
to the term Son^ and the term Son is perfectly oppos- 
ed to self-existence. , If there be any term in our Jan- 
gaage which naturally implies derived existence, the 
term Son is of this import. To affirm that a Person 
b a derived self-existent Being implies no greater con- 
tradiction than to affirm that a Person is a self-exist- 
ent Son. And to affirm that Jesus Christ is person- 
ally the self-existent God, and at the same time trtdy 
the Son of God, is precisely the same contradiction 
that it would be to affirm that the Prince of Wales is 
truly King George the Third, and also truly the Sos 
•f King George the Third. 

These things I have stated on the ground of the 
matural meaning of terms. That the things I have 
stated are true, according to the natural import of 
language, will not, it is believed, be denied by any 
person of good discernment and candor. 

The proposition, that Jesus Christ is truly thk 
Son of God, is so obvious in its natural import, and 
so plainly scriptural, that many may suppose it re- 
quires neither explanation nor proof. . Yet such is the 
state of things in the Christian world, that both ex- 
planation and proof are necessary. 'For althcagh 
there is no one point in which Christians are inore 
universally agreed than in calling Christ the Son of 
God, there is scarcely any thing about which they are 
more divided than that of the intended import of those 
terms. But amidst the variety of opinions which 
have been formed on the subject, the natural import •of 
the words has been pretty uniformly rejected ; and 
almost every other possible meaning has been affixed 
to them, in preference to that which the terms natur- 
ally excitCi. Indeed, it seems to have been genefallj 
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taken for granted, tliat it is impossible with God t« 
have a Son. Athanasians appear to have taken this 
for granted ; and finding that divine titles, dirine 
attributes, divine w^orks, and divine honors, are as- 
cribed to him in the Scriptures, they have set it down 
as an unquestionable truth, that Christ is so far from 
being the Son of God, in the natural sense of the 
terms, that he is the very self-existent God ; yea, that 
very God of whom the Scriptures declare that he is 
the Son. Other denominations, taking for granted 
the same principle, have pronounced the Savior to 
be a mere creature^ more or less dignified and endued. 
And thus, on the one hand or the other, almost every 
possible grade of intelligent existence and dignity has 
been allowed him, excepting that which is naturally 
imported by his title the Son of God. 
. Two ideas are naturally suggested by the title the 
Son of God, viz. Divine Obigin and Divine Dig-- 

KITT. 

By Divine Origin, I do not mean that the Son of 
God is a created intelligent Being 5 but a Being who 
properly derived his existence and his nature from 
God. It has not, perhaps, been eommon, to make any 
distinction between derived eodstence^ and created ex- 
istence ; but in the present case the distinction ap- 
pears very important Adam was a created being ; 
Seth derived his existence from the cre'ated nature of 
Adam ; and therefore it is said ^Adam begat a son in 
his OMn likeness." And as Seth derived his exist- 
ence from the created nature of Adam, so, it is be- 
lieved, that the only begottjin of the Father 
DERIVED HIS existeuce from the self-existent nature 
of God. In ihjs sense only do I mean to prove that 
the Son of Gottia a derived intelligence, 

uyuzed by Google 



VIB On the real IHvinity 

The hypothesis, that Jesus Christ is tnrly the 8om 
tof God, by properly deriving his existence and nature 
from God, will probably, by many, be pronounced a 
very great absurdity. And as, in my view, very much 
is depending oti this point, you will suffer me to be' 
paii:icular in the examination. That the terms the 
Son of God, as applied to Christ, do most naturally 
denote that his eAdstence aild nature were derived from 
GoD^ will, it is believed, be granted by all judicioilfr 
and imp^ial inquirers. And it dbes toot discover the 
greatest revereiiee for the Scriptures^iior the greatest 
sense of dur own fallibiiity, hastiljr to i-ejeet; as absurd 
tiie uaturftl import of inspired language. If there be 
any ground dU whieh the hypothesis may be prohoiin- 
«ed absurd, it must be found either in the tvorJcs or the 
word of God. But what do we find in the worJcs of 
God, by which it may appe^, thd.t it is absurd to sup- 
pose that God has a Son who haia truly derived his ex- 
istence and nature from the Father ? In examining 
the wdrks of God, we find reason to suppose that God 
has given existefaee to various tribes of beings, with 
natures distinct from his own. And is it not quite as 
liiiBcult to Conceive, that God should give existence to 
beings by proper creation, wdth natures distinct from 
his own, as that he should give existence to a Son 
truly deriving his tfature from the Father ? 

We also fiud, that God has endued the various tribes 
at creatures with a power of procreation, by which 
they produce offspring in their own likeness. Why is 
it not as possible that God should possess the power of 
producing a Son in his own likeness, or with his own 
nature, as that he should be able to endue his creatures 
with such a power ? May it not, then, be presumed, 
th,at no shadow of evidence can be produced from the 



works of fOod^ to iavididale tbe bypothesig that Christy 
as the Son of Go4» possesses diyine nature by derived 
existenee ? 

What then saith the Scripture ? We may, in reply 
to this question, notice several things. 

!• Dr. Hopkins has said, ^' The Redeemer is the 
Spn of Qod in a peculiar and appropriated sense, and 
hy which he is distinguished from every other person 
in the universe," The Doctor adds, " He is mention- 
ed as the Son of God more than an hundred times in 
the New Testament ; and the Father of Jesus Christ 
the Son, is mentioQcd above two hundred and twenty 
times!" 

The correctness of these statements is not doubted ; 
and on the ground of them I may say, that, according 
to the natural import of words, Jesus Christ is, in the 
New Testament, more than three hundred and twenty 
times mentioned as a derived intelligence, an 
intelligence who has properly derived his existence 
and nature from God. For in contradistinction to 
angels andmen^ and to all who may be called Sons of 
Ood by creation or adoption^ Jesus Christ is definU 
iivdij called the Son of God. 

2. It is to be observed, that several epithets are used 
as with explicit design to preclude^all mistake, and to 
give us unequiyocal evidence that Jesus Christ is the 
Son of God in the most strict sense of the term. He 
is emphatically called God's *^own Son." And to de- 
note that God has no other Son in the sense in which 
Christ is his Son, he is called God's only Son. And 
more fully to express the idea that he, and he only, 
properly deHved his existence and naturle from God, 
he is called "the only begotten Son of God^" 
"the only begotten of the Father." 
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I would here ask, whether it be paasibk to find term» 
which would more clearly and more emphatically 
express the very thing which I undertook to prove ? 
If no further evidence could be produced in favor of . 
the hypothesis, it would certainly require something 
very substantial and positive to invalidate what has 
been already exhibited. But additional evidence is 
yet to come. What has been produced, is from the 
general and current language of the New Testament. 
We may add, 

a. It appears to have been one particular design 
of the miracles which were wrought by Christ, to 
prove that he was the Son of God ; and that, as the 
Son, was sent of the Father into the world. 

Christ said to the Jews, " Ye sent unto John, and 
he bare witness of the truth. But I have greater wit- 
ness than that of John : for the works which the Fa- 
ther hath given me to finish, the same works which I 
do, bear witness of me, that the Father hath sent me." 
John V. 33 — 36. 

The account that the Jews sent unto John, and the 
testimony he gave, we have recorded in the first chap- 
ter of the same gospel. The testimony is this, " But 
he that sent me to haptize with water, the same said 
unto me, Upon whom thou shalt see the Spirit de- 
scending and remaining on him, the same is he whieb 
baptizeth with the Holy Ghost. And I saw and bare 
record that this is the Son of God." 

This was the truth to which John testified ; but 
Christ stated, that the works which he did we^e of 
greater weight than the testimony of John. And it 
is observablfe, that, as it w^as one design of his mira- 
cles to prove that he was the Son of God, so this con- 
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yietion was produeed in the minds of many npon see- 
ui§ the miraeles whieh he performed. 

4. Jesus Christ is the faithful and true Witness^ 
and he repeatedly affirmed, ^ I am the Soir otOod :" 
and he also abundantly affirmed that God was his 

I am not insensible, that, on this ground, some hare 
supposed that Christ meant to affirm his self-existenee, 
independence, and eo-etemity with the Father. But 
sarely I ean think of no words whieh would haye 
been less calculated to impress sueh an idea on an un- 
prejiidieed mind.' And had it been his design to af- 
iirm his self-existence, and at the same time to mis- 
lead the minds of his hearers, I know not of any 
language which would have been more adapted 
to stieh a purpose. Would any person of common 
discernment and comiiien honesty ever think of assert- 
ing that he is General Washington, or that he per- 
ronally existed as early as General Washington, by 
laying, I am the Sox of General Washington, and 
Greneral Washington is my Father ? — ^But if Christ 
meant to assert that he derived his existence and Ms 
nature from God as a Son from a Father, what 
langnage could have been more to his purpose than 
that whieh he adopted ? 

5. The awful display of Divine majesty and power 
which were concomitants of the cmeifiction of Christ, 
produeed a conviction ih the minds of the centurion 
and others that Jesus was the Son of God. " Now 
when the centurion, and they that were with him,, 
watching Jesus, saw the earthquake, and those things 
that were done, they feared greatly, saying, Truly 
this was the Son of God." And according to the 
<rpiiiion of St. Paul, he was "declared to be the Son 
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of God, yMk power, accordiiis to tbe spirit of hoU*- 
ness, by tlie resarreetion from tae dead*"-*-Rom. i. 4. 

e« Tliat Jesus Christ is tbe Sov of God was a 
prineipal article of primitiye Ciuristain fiutb, and a 
principal doctrine of apostolic preacbing. 

Christ questioned his disciples thus : ^' Whom do 
inen say that I, the Son ofnum^ amP They said, 
Some say thou art John the Baptist, some Elias, and 
others Jeremias, or one of the prophets.' He saith 
unto them, But whom say ye that I am P And Simon 
Peter answered and said, Thou art the Christ, the 
Bon of the living God.'* 

Nathaniel, on beeoming acquainted with Christy 
said unto him, ^^Rabbi, Thou art the Sok of God." 

When Christ questioned Martha respecting her 
faith in him, she replied, ^ I believe that thou art the 
Christ, the Son of God." 

After the ascension, when the eunuch manifested a 
desire to be baptized, Philip answered, " If thou be- 
lievest with all thine heart, thou mayest." . The 
eunuch then exhibited his confession of faith : " I 
believe that Je§u8 Christ is the Son of God," And 
on the ground of this profession he was baptized. 

Saint Paul having been converted and commissioned 
for the gospel ministry, ^'straightway he preached 
Christ in the synagogues, that he is the Son of God." 

x\nd the same doctrine he abundantly inculcated in 
his epistles. * 

Dr. Hopkins has noticed, that the apostle John 
" mentioned Christ as the Son of God, fifty times*-* 
and the Father of Jesus Christ the Son, more than 
one hundred and thirty times," in his gospel and 
epistles. And this same apostle has spoken of faith 
in Christ, that he is the Son of God, as though it 
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-kere indeed of the highest importanee. " Whosoever 
shall eonf^s that Jesus is the 80 n of God, God dwell- 
eth in him, and he ia God. He that believeth on the 
80N of God, hath the witness in himself. Whoso- 
ever denieth the Soiv, the same hath not the Father. 
Who is he that overeometh the world, but he that 
bdievdh that Jesns Christ is the Son of God P" 

Here I would take the liberty to propose a few 
questions. Is believing that Jesus Christ is a mer^ 
man or a mere creature^ believing that he is the JSon 
of God,^ God's owitSoN^ the onlt MEcorrsN of the 
Father ? Again, is believing that Jesus Christ is per- 
sonaUj the sBLF-exisrENr God^ believing that he is 
traly the Son of God ? Does it not appear, that be- 
lieving that Jesus Christ was the Sow of God, was 
the orthodox faith in the first age of Christianity .? 
But is this the faith of those who eall themselves the 
orthodox at the present day ? . 

To believe that Christ is personally the setf-eodstent 
God, and to believe that Christ is truly the Son of 
God, are, in my view, very distinct things 5 and I can- 
not but be amazed that ideas so perfectly distinct 
should ever have been admitted as one and the same. 

7. The self-existent and supreme Majesty, by an 
audible voice from heaven, did repeatedly isonfirm the 
truth which I have aimed to support ^ 

^•'And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straight- 
way out of the water : and lo, the heavens were open- 
ed unto him, and he saw the Spirit of God descend- 
ing like a dove, and lighting upon him : and lo ! a 
voice from heaven, saying, Tliis is my beloved Sok, 
in whom I am well pleased," 

Again, at the time of the transfiguration, " Behold, 
a bright claud overshadowed them; and, behold, a 
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Toiee out of the eload, whicli said. This is my bkt 
1.0 vED Bon, in whom I am well pleased 5 hear ye 
him." 

Is it possible, sir, that any man can attend for a 
moment to the natural import of these words from 
heaven, and then believe that God meant to be under- 
stood as saying, This Person, who has been baptized, 
and transfigured, is the self-existent God, eo-etemal 
with myself, and the same Being ? 

8. The avowed design of St John^ in writing the 
history of Jesus Chrisl, is a proof that in his *view 
Jesus was truly the Son of God. At the elose of the 
20th chapter, he says, ^^ And many other signs truly 
did Jesus in the presence of his diseiples, whieh are 
not written in this book. But these are written that 
ye HiGHT BELIEVE that Jesus is the Christ, the Sok 
of God; and th^t believing, ye might have life 
through his name.'' 

You will probably -urge, that in the very first verse 
of his gospel; John says, "The Word was God,'^ 
This is true ; and it is also true, that in the same 
verse, and in the next, he says, " The Word was 
WITH God.'' The Goa^ whom the Word was withy 
waj doubtless one God ; and unless we are to suppose 
that John meant to ai&rm a plurality of self-existent 
Gods, he did not mean to affirm that the Word was 
God in a sense which implied persoiial self-existenee. 
Besides, the title, the Word, or the Word of God^ 
probably denotes that the Son was the Medium of 
Divine manifestation ; and hence we may easily in- 
fer, that it was on the ground of a coNsrjrur£D 
cHARActER that the Son is called God. John pro- 
ceeds to say, that all things were made by him : and 
Paul tells us hoic — "that God created all things sr 
Jjisus CuBisr,^^ 
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In Mme fatare Letters, I shall more partiealarlj 
show in what sense Christ is ealled Ood. But I maj 
here observe, that the general current of John's gos- 
pel eorresponds with what he says was his object in 
in-iting, viz. ^ That ye might believe that Jesus is 
the Christ, the Son of God ; and that believing, ye 
might have life through his name." 

In my next Letter, you may expect still furthfr 
evidence that Jesus Christ is truly the Son of Godl' 



LETTER Hi 

Mditianal emdence ^uct Christ is truly the Son sif . 
God. 

KEV. SIR, 

AS introductory to the arguments which I am about 
to urge, I would suggest to your mind the following 
suppositions. 

1. Suppose that God, in giving the ten command^ 
ments on tables of stone, instead of writing the word' 
sabbath-day in the fourth commandment, had left a 
blank ; and in giving the fifth, he left a blank instead 
of writing the terms ^Aer said mother. 

2. Suppose he wrote a second time, and filled up 
those blanks with characters or words which had nea- 
rer before been seen or heard by men. 

3. Suppose he wrote a third time, and instead of 
leaving blanks for those words, or filling them vfiih 
nnknown characters or t^rms, he, for sdUmth-day^ 
"wrote birth-day ; and instead ot father and mother^ 
wrote son and daughter: suppose also, that these 
wercb had never been understood by mum to amn smjr 
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thing different from their eommon aceeptation at the 
present day. 

Permit me h©w ta ask, whether either ' of these 
modes of writing those eommand^ eould be eonftidered 
as a revelation «P the Divine Will ? And would not 
the mode of writing birth-daif for sabhatb-dayj and 
son and daughter for father and motfier^ be as likely 
to mislead the minds of men, as ^vriting in unknotDti 
characters^ or even as leaving 6/!(in^: spaces to he filled 
up by conjecture ? 

But what, you may a^k^ is the object of these ex- 
traordinary statements? My object, sir, is this, to 
evince, that in his communications to us, God mast 
make use of language in a sense which agrees wifli 
some analogy, or his communieations can be of no use 
to mankind, any more than unknown charactersj or 
blanks to be filled by conjecture* 

In a connection as deeply interesting as that of gir-^ 
iug the law, God has made use of the terms the Son of^ 
Oodf mr Sonj God^s ownSon^ fHE onlt B&GofTEfr 
Son of God, He has represented his love to us as 
being, exceedingly great, on the, foUawing ground^ 
^^ God so loved the world, that he gave his only bb* 
eoTTEN Son, that whosoever believeth in him, should 
not perish, but have everlasting life." "He that 
ipared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us 
all." 

Such, you know, is the common r^resentatioii iiic 
tilie New Testament *And being well acquainted with 
the natural import of the terms an own Son, an only^ 
BEGOTTBN SoN ; and having an idea of the love of a 
father to an own and only son; th^ scriptural repre« 
lentations of the love of God towards us beeoma deep- 
tj interesting and. aSeoting. 
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But the Atbanasian theory represents the Son of 
God as personally the self-existent God, and the very 
SAME Bj&iNG of whom he is abundantly declared to 
be the SoK. And on this ground, the term Soff is 
Qsed in a sense foreign to every analogy with which 
the human mind is acquainted^ as foreign as it would 
be to use birth-day for sahbath-dayy or $on and daugh^ 
ter far father and Tuother. On this ^ound, the rep/e'* 
sentatiims of God's love, and the seheme of salvation,, 
are involved in uninteiligifale metaphor ; and we need 
an inspired Daniel to interpret the import of the term 
8oK, as mueh as Belshazzar did to interpret the enig- 
Biatieal hand-writing on the wall.. And until this in-^ 
ter^*etation be given, we have no definite ground on 
wlneh to estimate tjke lovt^ of God in the atonement 
made for the sins of the world* 

What has been now exhibited, is riewed as a very- 
weighty ttrgament against your thecrry, and in favor 
of the hypothesis. that Jesur Christ is truly the Son 
of God. # 

But there is another argument which, if possible,. 
is still more weighty, to which we may now attends 
Yon eaanot be insensible, that it is plainly and abbnd* 
aatly represented, in the Seriptures, that the Son of 
€hid did reaZ^2^ and personally suffer exid die for us. 
And tha( on Ukis ground, both the love of God and the 
love of his Son are represented as having been mani* 
fested in a very extraordinary mannen And if the 
Son of God be truly the Son of God, a derived inteU 
Ugenee, these representations may be strictly and af- 
feetingly t^uex Pop <m thia hypothesis, the Son of 
God may be the same intelligent Being as the soul o£, 
flm Man Christ Jasua who auffured onthe ecoan^ 
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But your theory will not, I suspect, be found to ad> 
mit, or support, any thing more than the shadow of 
the suffering and death of the Soir of Gho, 

Writers and preachers on your side of the questioB, 
do, indeed, oflen apeak of the aJbasementj the snxffer- 
tngs^ and deaths of the Son of God, as though they 
believed these things to be affeeting realities, Bnt^ 
after all, what is the amount of these representations, 
vpon your hypothesis P You do not eonceiyethat the 
Son of God became united to flesh and blood as the 
soul of Jesnd Christ. So fkr from this, yon suppose 
the Son of God was personally the self-existent God ; 
and instead of becoming the soul of a human body^ 
yon suppose he became mysteriously united to a pros- 
per man, who, as distinct from the Son of God, had 
a true body and reasonable soul. And I think, sir^ 
it will be found, that on this Man your theory lays the 
iniquities of us all ;«— that this Man^ and not the Son 
ef God, entlured the stripes by which we have healing. 
For while yon maintain that the Son was ^rsonally 
the only living and true God, you very consistently; 
affirm that ^^he did not sufier in the least in his DTvina 
nature, but altogether in his human nature.'' And 
what is this but affirming that he did not suffisr at all' 
as the Son of God, but only thbMan J^/ms suffered,' 
to whom the Son was united ? As, on the Athanasias 
hypothesis, the Man Christ Jesus and the human na- 
ture are the same, so the Son or self-existent God and 
the Divine nature of Christ are the same. Yon sup- 
pose the Son as ineapable of suffering as the Father^ 
and that he did not in reality suflfer on the cross any 
more than the Father did; nor any more than either 
•f them suffisred while CraBiwr was bamsg at Ae 
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stake. How then does k appear, that ^God aparei 
not his ofwnScn?^'* 

You will probably plead, that the Man Jcsns was 
united to the Fersmi of the Son of God, and that 
Fersan suffered in his human nature. Bat, sir, as yoQ^ 
predicate personality on the S&UiiT Divine nature^ 
and do not allow personality to the human nature, it 
will, I suspect, be difficult for yon to prove that any 
Pei^on suffered on the cross : for the sufferings fell sim* 
ply on a nature to which you do not allow personality. 
As, in your view, the Son was the self-existent God, 
and could not suffer in his Divine nature^ he could not 
9»^.in any nature. The man was only an appendage 
to his Person, mysteriously connected ; and yet so far 
was the union from being very intimate or essential, 
that the appendage or the Mm might suffer the se- 
Terest agonies, and ihe San or real Person be at the 
same time in a state of infinite felicity. ^ 

AbrahA's <^eHng his son Isaac, has long been 
considered as typical of the conduct of God in giving 
his 8on to die for us. Suppose we should add to the 
scriptural account the following ideas-— That Abra- 
ham knew beferehand that his son was incapable of 
suffering, and that all the sufferings would fall on 
another man, to whom his son was mysteriously 
united $ and that Isaac also understood the matter in 
the same light when he consented to be bound and 
laid upon the altar. Would not this additional ac- 
count, if believed, depreciate, in our estimation, the 
sondnet of Abrahlim and Isaac, at the rate of ninety- 
nine per cent. ? 

This illustration may serve to show ho w^ much your 
bypothesis, when understood, tends to lower down our 
Weas of the greatnes« of the love of God in giving hi^ 
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Son to die for lu ; i^nd also the love and subfiussioft of 
the Son in eonsenting to make his life an offering for 
«ur 8in.-«^I would, liowever^ by no means intimate, that 
yon imd others^ view the loye of Gk>din this depreciat- 
ed light. For I think it probable that it is with yon, 
as I am sensible it was with myself-— the plain re- 
presentations of Seriptore, by the help of analogy, su- 
perseded the foree of theory. 

It has been, and I think justly, supposed, that the 
dignity of the Son .of God gave value to the sufferings 
of the eross. And if we eonsider the Son of God to 
be what his title imports, a derived Intelligence of 
Divine origin and dignity, the one by whom God 
•reated the world ; if we eonsider this self-same In- 
telligenee aa personally and reaUy suffering the death 
of the cross, we may perceive something, in view of 
which we may well exelaim^^ ^^Behold, what manner 
of love 1** 

But if the safferings of the cross did not^heaUy fall 
on that very Son, who had sustained pre-existent 
glory in the "iorm of God," but on a man who had 
existed less than forty years, who had acted in public 
character not more than four or five ; how small the 
degree of condescension on the part of the strfferer, 
how smaU the display of the lave of God, and of what 
diminished value are the sufferings of the cross ! In 
the Assembly- • Calechism we are taught, that "Christ's 
humiliation consisted in his being born, and that in a 
low condition, being made under the law ; undergo- 
ing the miseries of this life, the wrath of God, and die 
cursed death of the cross ; in being buried, and con- 
tinuing under the power of death for a time.'* 

Yet this same Catechism teaches us to believe, that 
Jesus Christ was personally the self-existent God.. 
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I will thea ask, whether there be one partteular of 
what is said respeeting the humiliation of Christ, 
whieh can possibly be true ? Was the self-existent 
Grod ever bom P Was he ever in a low condition P 
Was he ever made under the law ? Did he ever 
suffer the wrath of God, or the eursed death of the 
eross ? Was God ever buried ? — If the self-existent 
God has not passed through such scenes, then the Son 
of God has not, according to your doctrine respecting 
the Son. Therefore, according to your theory, all 
th« abasement, whieh can be supported, falls on the 
•Man to which the Son was united : And this Man yon 
-f appose had no existence until he \tas conceived in 
the womb ef the virgin Mary ; of course, he had ne 
glory to leave, or lay aside, when he came into the 
world. As he never had been rich, it wa« impossible 
for him to become poor for our salces. He had no op- 
portunity to say, *' Lo, I come to do thy will, O God ;" 
and so far as his humiliation consisted in ^^being 
bom, and that in a low condition,'' there was nothing 
voluntary in it ; and it could be no evidence of any 
Jove or condescension in him. - f 

To make out your theory of the humiliation and 
abasement of the Bon of God, you have to take into 
view two d isti nct^ intelligent Beings 5^ one of which 
you afifirm to be the self-existent God, and the other a 
proper Man. This God, or Son of God, you find had 
been in a state of pre-existent dignity and glory 5 and 
he, as you suppose, was united mysteriously to a Man 5 
this Man was born in low circumstances, endured the> 
miseries of this life, and suffered 'Jeath on the cross ; 
and by virtue of his union to the Son of God, he was 
enabled to bear a vastly greater weight of suffering 
than he. could otherwise have endured. 
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But, sir, is this all that is intended by God's sparxi«p« 
^OT HIS own Son ? Is this the way in whieh the 
Son of God babe our sins in his own body on the 
tree P What, sir, was "the reed condition of the Son 
of God, the self-existent God, from the birth of the 
Man Jesns till this Man rose again from the dead ? 
According to your theory, the Son of God, during the 
whole of that period, was in a state of infinite glory 
and felicity, and as incapable of suffering the agonies 
of death as the Father. How then can it be true, that 
** Though a Son, yet learned he obedience by the 
things which he suffered ?'' As it respects the real 
character of the . suffering Savior, what is your 
.theory better than Soeinianism enveloped in mystery ? 



LETTER IIL 

M absurdity in the hypothesis^ thai Christ is tndy the 
Son of God. 

REV. sir, 

WHAT has been exhibited in the preceding Lette^s, 
it is hoped, will be sufficient to satisfy impartial minds 
that the Scriptures afford abundant evidence that 
Jesus Christ is truly the Son of God. But a contrary 
belief has been so long and so generally prevalent, that 
it may be necessary to say something farther on the 
subject, with a view to show that the ruttural import 
of the terms the Son^ of God, or God's otvn Son, im- 
plies no contradiction or absurdity. 

That God is a self-existent Being, is acknowledged 
by all Christians ; and I shall freely admit, that it is 
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impossMe with Ood to beget or prodace a sELr-sztsi^ 
SNT SoK. But what have we to do with the mode of 
God's exiBtenee, in determining whether it be poMibfo 
irith him to prodaee a Son ? AVhat have we to do 
with the mode of Adam's existence, in determining 
whether 8eth could be his Son ? Respeeting Adau, 
it is said, ^' The Lord Ood formed man of the dust of 
the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath 
of life, and man became a living soul." And probably 
Adam was a man in size or stature at his first exis* 
tenee. Could not Seth be the son of Adam, unless 
Ifae mode of his haying existence was the same with 
Adam's ? 

When Adam was in existence. He had a nature by 
wbieh he was distinguished from God and from an* 
fels. Such a nature Seth deriyed from Adam. Self* 
existenee may be essential to the Diyine nature in 
God, and proper creation might be essential to the 
human nature in Adam. And as human nature ill 
^eth might be derived from the created nature of Ad* 
un, why may it not be true that Divine nature in the 
Son was derived from the self-eanstent nature of 
Gox>? 

We oft^n speak of Divine nature, angelic nature, 
and human nature ; but what do we know of either, 
excepting certain properties, attributes, or qualities ? 
Are we not unable to tell what is the radical diSer- 
cnce between an angel and a human soul ? Yet we 
klieve there is some radical distinction. So we mi^y 
be unable to ascertain the radical distinction lietwew 
the Divine nature, and human nature, exclusive of the 
iififerent modes of existence. Yet, aside from those 
ittributes which simply respect the modes of exist- 
tDee, there may be some radical difference between 
7 
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, tkose iktares. If we suppose this diversity of natures 
to result from the diversity of attributes or qualities 
united, yet there may be some property, attribute, or 
quality, by whieh one nature is distinguished from 
another, and the distinguishing property of nature 
may be wholly unknown to us. 

Are we not, sir, too ignorant of the nature of Gcd, 
to pronounee that there is nothing in his nature which 
may be properly derived in the existence of an own 
Son ? It may not be neeessai^ that every attribute of 
Deity should be communieable or derivable in order 
that he may have an own Sonw Among the childrem 
of men, it is not necessary to the existence or the idea 
of a son^ that he should possess aU the attributes, 
properties, or qualities of his father. Nor is it neces- 
sary that he shduld possess no other attributes but such 
as were possessed by his father. Among the seventy 
sons of Gideon, perhaps, there were no two that per- 
fectly resembled each other in their attributes, prop- 
erties, or qualities ; and probably no one who was the 
perfect likenelss of his father. So Jesus Christ maj 
have truly derived his existence and nature from God, 
and yet not ][K>sses8 every attribute of the Father. 

Jesus Christ was the Son of David, according to 
thefesh _; yet we believe 'his body was not produced 
by ov dinary generation ; but as Mary was of the seed 
of David, and as the body of Christ was derived from 
her, Christ is called David's Son* Had he not prop- 
erly derived any properties from David, he could not 
with propriety be called the Son of David. And if 
hh spirit or soul had not been as properly derived 
^om G(h1, as his body was from David, it is difficult 

' to see why lie should be called the Son of God, or 

' God's own and only Son. 
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It has been said by a respectable writer, that ^4t is 
totally inconeeivable that a derived, dependent nature, 
glkould really possess any of those Divine perfections 
which essentially bdong to an underived, independent^ 
self-existent Being." 

Had the word exclusively been used instead of the 
word ^^essentially ^^^ the observation would have been 
unexceptionable. Self-existence and independence be- 
long to God, not only '^essentiaUyj^^ but exclusively. 
But Itnoivledge^ power, and holiness^ are essential attri- 
butes in God, and yet knowledge, power, and holiness, 
may be communicated, not only to a derived but to a 
created intelligence. God may, indeed, possess these 
attributes in an unliadted extent, while in other beings 
they may be limited ; but these attributes may be of 
the saine nature in men that they are in God. 

That God does communicate knowledge, power, and 
holiness, will, it^isiielieved, be granted by most Chris- 
tians. Nor may we set any limits to the degree in 
which they may be communicated, unless we may limit 
the Divine power of communication. 

However, I have no ^occasion to maintain that 
Christ did, with his elistence as a Son, derive any^ 
attribute of Deity in the extent in which it is possess- 
ed by God. Had he been i^^v^^nzAXy self -sufficient and 
all'Sufficientjliie would have had no (/ceasion for (iod's 
givins; him the Spirit without measure. He 
might, with his existence, derive so much of the Di- 
vine nature as to be truly the Son of God ; and yet he 
might be the Almighty, and the Searchi-r or 
HEARTS, by the indwelling of the Father, or the/wZ/* 
nessofthe Godhead. 

When men are renewed in the temper of their 
minds, they are said to be "bom of God," to have th« 
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image of 6ed,oii their hearts ; and on this ^omid 
they are denominated Sons of God. For that whieh 
is begotten^ or prodaeed, in them, is tralj of a Divine 
nature. It is that holiness of heart which is the glory 
of the Divine character. There is nothing more es- 
sential, or more exeellent^ in God, than holiness.; 
this we see may be derived as the attribnte of a de* 
pendent being. And this holiness is precisely of the 
same nature in men that it is in God. Its nature is 
not changed hy being derived or eommanieated? As 
that whieh is bom of the flesh is flesh, so that whieh 
is bom of the spirit is spirit-^it is of the same holy 
nature as the spirit by whieh it is produced. 

AViU it be denied, that holiness is the exeellen«e ot 
all excellenees in the Divine existence and character ? 
And if that which is esseniial to the Divine existenee 
may be communicated or produced as the attribute of 
a dependent agent, by what principles of revelation, 
^r philosophy, can it be affirmed, that it is impossible 
with God to produce an intelligent existence from his 
own nature ? If God, from his own nature, may pro- 
duce his moral image, wby may he not produce his 

^naturei image ? And why may not Jesus Christ be aa 
truly the "image of the invisible God," as Setfc 
was the likeness of Adam ? 
Holiness is as self-existent in God, as any attribute 

" of the Divine nature 5 yet holiness may be produced 
as the attribute of a dependent agent. And if one at- 
tribute, whieh is self-existent in Deity, may be pro- 
duced or derived, as the attribute of a dependent 
agent, without any change in its nature, what evi- 
dence can we have that other attributes, properties, 
or qualities, which are self existent in God, may not 
be properly derived ? Yea, by what evidence can it 
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lie made to appear, that ail the radical and essential 
prineiples.or properties of intelligent existenee, maj 
not liare be en properly derived from tlie Divine na- 
ture in the person of God's own Son ? 

From the eireamstanee^ that holiness is of the same 
nature in angels and men that it is in God, we may 
easily discern that the term self -existence ought not to 
be used as expressive of the nature of Divine attri- 
butes, but only to express the mode of their existence 
And the same may be said of the terms eternity ^ tn» 
dependence, and infinity. In God, holiness is self* 
ejBtstentj etSmal, independent, and ivfinite. Bnt con- 
sidered as the attribute of a dependent, created agent^ 
an angel or a nmn, neither of these epithets can be 
applied. Yet holiness may be of the same nature in 
men, in angels, and in God. Why may not the same 
he true respecting other attributes or qualities of the 
Divine nature ? 

Some additional light may possibly be obtained, by 
attending to the idea of supernatural or superhuman 
^wers, with which God, at some times, endued hu- 
man beings. Sampson, at some seasons, was wealc: 
like another man ; but when . the Spirit of the 
Lord came upon hips, he was able to perform prodi- 
gies. This supernatural strength, it appears, was 
immediately derived from Grod. Tet while Sampson 
possessed this strength, it was truly his strength ; and 
he was no more dependent on God for the strength by 
which he performed the wonderful things recorded of 
him, than I am f(Hr the strength by which I move my 
pen. 

The prophets were endued with supernatural fore^ 
knowledge, by which they were enabled to unfeld thf ^ 
▼olume of futurity, and predict, events not only hii^' 
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dreds but thousands of years before the time in whieK 
the predictions were to be fulfilled. 

By a baptism of the same Spirit, the apostles were 
instantaneously endued, and enabled to speak ijt 
foreign languages which they had never studied. 

These supernatural powers were but occasiontd 
properties or attributes of the several ^persons who 
possessed them. But while they were possessed^ they 
were personal properties or attributes. Those per^onet 
were triily endued with power from on high. The 
prophets foresaw as the Spirit gave them foreknowl- 
edge ; and the apostles spake as the Spirit gave tkem 
utterance^ This Spirit was the Spirit of God 5 aid 
when it wa^ given in an extraordinary manner, men 
w«re enabled to do extraordinary things. When w^at 
have been thus endued, they have p.ossessed extraor- 
dinary portions of Divine sufficiency 5 and ihese por- 
tions of sufficiency, it appears, they possessed by a 
eommunication of Divine fidness. Nor is there any 
evidence that God might not, if he pleased, endue ev- 
ery individual of the human race with the strength o 
Sampson, the foreknowledge of Daniel, and the gift 
of speaking all human languages : and theso^ if he 
pleased^ might be continued as/^enncmeie^ attributes^ 
of character^ 

From what has Been exhibited, it i& pretty evidrat^ 
that created intelligences may, by the pleasure of God^ 
possess holiness, knowledge, and power, which axe 
truly of a Divine nature. May w€ not properly say^ 
that Scunpson possessed an extraordinary measure of 
Divine power, and that the prophets and apostles 
possessed an ^traordinary measure of Divine kn^wl- 
•dge ; and that all holy beings do partake of that ni-^ 
tribute which is the glory of the Divine nature i. 

% 
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If the attributes of holiness, knowledgo, and poweiv 
may be properly communicated from God to dependent 
agents, and in such a manner as to become personal 
properties or attributes of these agents, what proper- 
ties of intelligent existence may not be properly deriv- 
ed from Deity, as a stream from a fountaitiy or as a 
Son from a Father 9 ' 

The communication of these attributes, from a self- 
existent to a deriyed agent, seems to imply something, 
as distinct from these attributes as the BEiNOk who is 
ihe recipient of these communications. But what 
that is which constitutes Being, distinct from such 
properties or attributes, is perhaps beyond the reach of 
mortal discernment. I have not, however, made this 
remark with a view to deny the existence of Being, 
as £stinct from all we know of attributes or proper- 
ties. The language we use, and the language of the 
Bible, naturally imply a recipient or receiver of Divine 
oommnnieations ; and that Being does imply some- 
thimg more than all we know of properties^ attributes,, 
or qaalities. If any thing be communicated from one 
a^nt to another, there must be an agent or capacity 
to receive such communications. 

But if, from hi& own self-existent nature, or fulness^ 
God maj communicate the attributes of knowledge,, 
power^ and holiness, to created intelligence, so that 
they shall possess, in measure, these attributes as eferiv- 
ed ejpcelleneesy lyhat evidence can be found to invali- 
date the hypothesis that the existence of the Son of 
God was properly derived from the Divine nature ? 

Angels and saints are called sons of God ; yet Christ 
is God's OWN and onlV Son, the only begotten of 
the Father. The primary and radical distinction maj 
possibly be this : angels m^ swits, as eroated iBtelli;^ 
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geneesy may derive from the Divine nature soihe ottH^ 
btites or properties : while God's own Son may derive 
not only some attributes, but his very Being or Bads- 
fence, from the Divine nature. Some may imagine, 
that I have labord hard, in this investigation, to sup- 
port a self'invented theory. But this is not the ease ; 
I have been laboring to support the primitive Christian 
faith, that Jesus Christ is ^rult tHE Son of GoVj 
God's owif and oNLrSosI and to rescue the plain, a- 
bundant, and emphatieal language of Scripture^ from 
the strong prepossession of my fellow Christians. 

Dr. Spring says, "The Scriptures were inspired, to 
instruct common readers, by using words according 
to their common acceptation, and not to confound them 
hy an abuse of language;"* 

Had the principle advanced in this excellent remaiic 
been understood and diily regarded, I should have had 
BO occasion for a labored discussion to prove that Je- 
sus Christ is tndy the Son of God. But the plain 
meaning of the terms has been so involved in the Uby- 
rinth of controversy, and the mists otprepossession^thBi 
it has required wme fortitude to assert and some labor 
to prove, that the concurrent testimony of God, of 
Christ, and. the apostles, is to he regarded as a cor- 
rect expressim of the truth. Yea, I have been labor- 
ing to prove, that these witnesses used " words aeeor-- 
ding to their common acceptation," and that they did 
not mean " to confbund us by an abuse oflanguage,^^ 

Had the plain and natural import of language been 
heretofore duly regarded, an attempt to prove that 
Christ is truly the Son of Go^, would have heen as 
needless, as an attempt to prove that Isaac ^as truljr; 
€ie son of Abraham; ' 

* Sermon on tlie Selfroxistenceof Cbritt. 
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POSTSCRIPT, 

THERE are some who predicate the BoBship of 
Christ simplj on the ground stated bj the angel to 
Mary, ^^Tfae Holy &host shall eome upon thee, and the 
power of the Highest shall overshadow thee : therefore 
tliat holy thing whieh shall be bom of thee, shall be 
eailedtheSonofOod.^' 

That this test contains a reason why Christ, in hhi 
iaeamate state, should be called the @on of God, I wUl 
not deny ; and if I were in the habit of believing 
that the soul or spirit of Christ had no pre-existenee, 
I should readily admit this as the primary ground on 
iirMeh he is called the Son of God. But even on such an 
kjpothesis, nothing could be made to appear against tha 
supposition that his existenct was truly derived from 
God, in a sense by which he is distinguished from eyery 
«tlier intelligent being. But I a« fully believe that the 
ha of God, as an intelligent Being, existed before tho 
rorld, as I believe that he now exists. 

Some wUl probably object, that it is unaeeountabU 
and inconceivable how God should have a Son. But, 
jou, sir, I trust, will not make the incomprehensible- 
nm of the mode of Divine operation an objection to 
the theory. For this hypothesis is far more consist- 
ent with all we do know, than the supposition of 
THRE£ infinite Persons in ox£ intelligent Being. 
The hypothesis which I have proposed contradicts 
nothing whieh we know of Person, of Being, or of 
^OD. It is doubtless repugnant to what sorne men 
kve thought ; but it may be presumed that it is not 
lepugnant to what is known by any num. Nor does 
the hypothesis imply any thing more inconceivable, 
uaaceountable^ or incomprehensible, than what is iHj^ 
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plied in the existence of every other intelligent heinj^ 
in the universe. Haw God exists without any eajise^ 
and how he could give existence to angels, or to men^ 
are as perfectly inconceivable to us, as how he could 
give existence to an own Son^h And I may ask the 
objector, whether it be more inconceivable to us how 
God coidd have an own Son, than it is to conceive 
how or why such a thing should be impossible with 
Him P If we are to draw our eonelusions from all wo 
know of God by his works and by his wordj we have 
surely as much ground to say that ^uch a thing ia 
possibUy^9iAwe have to say it is impossible^ 



LETTER IV. 

The Divine Dignity of the Son of Grgd, 

REV. SIR, 

AVH ATE VER may be the apprehensions of others 
respecting my attempt to prove that Jesus Christ is 
truly the Son of God, you may be assured, sir, that 
it has been no part of my object to degrade his char- 
acter. If it did not seem a " light thing" to David 
to be a " king^s son^in-law^'' it surely ought not to 
be viewed by us degrading to Christ, to consider him 
as GoD^s oivN AND oNLr SoN, — ^Andl shall now at- 
tempt to show, 

That the Son of God is truly a Person of Diinne 
Dignity. 

No principle, perhaps, has been more universally 
admitted, than this, that a son derives dignity fix»ni 
iflasfriaiis pareiilai^e. 
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The Jews, to whom Christ made his appearanee im 
the flesh, were all acquainted with this principle } 
sad though many generations had intervene'd, they 
itili gloried in the idea that they were the deseend- 
tnts of the illnstrious patiiarch Abraham. 

There is, perhaps, no nation, Mliether barbarous, 
civilized, or ehristianized, in which the prine^le is 
not admitted. The sons of emperors, kiugs, and no- 
blemen, are considered as deriving dignity from their 
respective fathers. And the derived dignity of each 
is according to the acknowledged dignity of his fath- 
er. — ^But more especially is the first-lorn or only son 
of a king or emperor, considered as deriving royal 
or imperia) dignity by royal or imperial descent. It 
18 indeed true, that a son of the most renowned and 
worthy king may, by vicious or disobedient conduct, 
forfeit his derived dignity, and subject himself to the 
displeasure of his father, and to general infamy ; but 
this forms no ground of objection to the principle of 
derived dignity. And on the same principle that a 
worthy ^on ^f, a worthy king derives royal dignity, 
the Son of God derives Divine dignity. And on the 
same principle that the most worthy son of the most 
renowned king derives higher dignity than the son of 
a common peasant, the derived dignity of the Son of 
ixod will appear to be infinite. For his Father is in- 
finitely illustrious. This must certainly be the case, 
unless the Bon has done something by which he has 
forfeited his claim. But that he has not, we have the 
highest ground of assurance; twice by an audible 
voice from heaven, God has proclaimed his perfect 
satisfaction in his Son, by saying, " This is my be- 
loved 8on, in whom I am well pleased,^^ And we have 
still farther assurance of the same thing, by the high 
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t» j important offiees with wliieh GtoA has inyested 

his BE tor ED St)Jf, 

It has nometimes been the ea#e in eartUy gorem- 
metttfl, that a king's son, who was well beloved of the 
father, has been admitted, during the father's life, to 
a joint partieipation in the government, and invested 
by the father with kinglj anthority, Sueh was the 
ease with Solomon, the son of David. Solomon de^ 
rived his authority from David, and by the pleasure 
of David he was crowned king ; but Solomon was as 
tmly the king of Israel as though he had possessed 
the same authority by self-existenee. 

If it be true, that God has an own and onZjf Son, in 
whom he is well pleased, it would be natural to expect 
that he would delight to honor him in the highest pos* 
sible manner. 

Moreover, any wise and benevolent king, being about 
to invest his son with kingly authority, would, were it^ 
in his power, endue his son with every qualification or 
attribute which would be requisite to the most perfeet 
and honorable execution of the offiee which he was 
to sustain. And sueh we may suppose would be the 
pleasure of God respecting his Son. Nor may we sup- 
.pose any insufficiency in (^od, in respect to eommuni* 
eating of his own infinite fulness to the Son, in whom 
he is ever well pleased. 

Let us now 'Examine the sacred oracles, to see 
whether these reasonable expectations are justified 
by revealed facts. 

In respect to communicated fulness or sufficiency, 
we have the following declarations : ^^He whom God 
hath sent, speaketh the words of God ; for God givfeth 
not the SpjJiir by measure unto him." John iii. 34f. 
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^^For it pleased the Father, that in him all lUnes'g 
«honld dwell," C«L i, 19. 

'^In him dwelleth all the fuhiess of the Oodhead 
Wily." Col. ii. 9. 

Such then has heen the pleasure of God in respeet 
h eodning his Son with Diyine safficieney. If by a 
portion or measure of the Diyine Spirit, the apostles 
were instantaneously endued to speak a number of 
languages whieh they had never learned, what may 
not the Son of God be able to do, who has the Spirit 
without measure ? And if it hath pleased the Father 
that ttUfidness should dwell in his Sen, we ean with 
BO more pn^riety set bounds to the sufficiency of 
€1irist, than to iheftiUness of the Godhead. " 

Thus we find one of the reasonable expectations 
jbstified by plain and positive declarations of Scrip- 
ture. « 

We have next 4o show, that God has manifested a 
Imposition to honor his Son in the highest possible 
nanner. 

As the first token of this disposition in God, we 
may notice that God conMituted his Son the Creator 
of the world. '^In this great and astonishing work,|p. 
mrprizing display was made of the power, the wis- 
dom, and the goodness of God. But in this work, it 
appears that the Son was honored, as the constUut&l 
Creator ; for we are expressly told, that God ''created 
all things bt Jesus Christ.^' Eph. iii. 9. 

The work of creation is sometimes expressly at^ 
tributed to God, and sometimes as expressly attri- 
buted to the Word or Ban of God : and from these 
representations many have argued that the Son and 
God are the same Being. But it is thought that this 
conelnsion has been too hastily adopted. For if Gon 
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created all thin^ bt Jssus Chsis^^ the ivofk of cre- 
ation may, with great propriety, be attributed to either 
'v the Father or the Son 5 and yet they may be two dis- 
! tinct intelligent Beings. God spake hy the prophets $ 
and what the prophets said, may, with propriety, be 
i attributed to either God or the ^ropfe^s ; but it will 
i not hence follow that God and the- prophets are but 
one and the same intelligent Being. As the prophets 
were constituted mediums and agents ia foreteUing 
events, so Christ was the consW^u*^ Creator of dJJ 
things in heaven and earth. 

In the next place, we may observe, that the Son was 
constituted the angel of God^s presence, or the medium 
by which God appeared or manifested himself to ike 
ancient patriarchs. 

"We have many accounts of God's appearing to Abnu 
ham, to Isaac, to Jacob, and to Moses ; and seeing 
these visible manifestations, is ' several times repre- 
sented as seeing God. Yet the matter is so explained 
in the New Testament, as to' give us reason to suppose 
/ that these visible manifestations of God's prejseneewere 
// made in the Person of the Son of God. For it is said, "No 
/. man hath seen God at any time; tlieo^LY BEGOTTBsr 

r/ BoN, who is in the bosom of the Father, he hath de^ 

Glared him," or manifested him. The Son, in those 
appearances, was usually denominated the angel of 
the Lord^* And when this angel was employed by 
God, as the conductor and guardian of the people of 
Israel in their journey from Egypt to Canaan, God 
gave this solemn caution to the people, " Beware of 
him, and obey his voice j provoke him not : for he will 

• I feel less confident tliat Christ was the angel of God than I 

<lk\ when 1 wrote these Letters. But I have not seen satisfactor;- 

' reftsons for relinquishing the sebtiment Marcl«« 1812. 

/ 
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Bot p2u*doii your transgression ; for mt name is in 
him.'' By name here may be understood, dignvby^ 
fviuess^ and cmthority. And as God thus dwelt in 
the Son, and manifested his dignity, fulnesa, and au- 
tlority, through the Son, Isaiah denominates the Son 
tiie Angel of God's presence— ^^ And the angel of his 
presence saved themw'' Aeeordingly, tho^e visible 
manifestations are sometimes represented as the ap- 
fearance of God, and sometimes as tha appearance of 
the angel of the Lord, or the angel of God^: And 
what was spoken on those occasions is sometimes re-* 
presented as spoken by God, and^sometimes as spoken 
ly the angel ; just as the work of creation is some- 
times attributed to Gh)d, and sometimes to- the Son of 
God. And as God manifested himself thus in the 
pers^iKif his 8&nj so the patrimrehs considered God 
as present in those visible manifestations. 

lam not, sir, alone, nor an original, in considering 
ilie Son of God as the Medmm of Divine manifesta- 
lions. Athanasiaa writers have done iil^ same. But 
is it not a manifest impro^iety to consider a Being as 
the Medium of his own manifestations ? If Christ he 
truly the Son of God, he may he truly the Medium 
through which Grod manifests himself; and may thus 
be in the ''form of Chd.^^ But if he be personally 
the self-exislent God, he can, with no propriety, be 
•onsidered as the Medium of Divine raamfestationi^. 

Although God had, in various ways^ manifested his 
love to his Son prior to the incarnation, yet such was- 
bis love to mankind, and so important m as our salvation 
in the view of God, that he was disposed to give his 
oKLr BEGortEJt Sos as a sacrifice for our redemption. 
And although the Son of God had been highly honored 
oad exalted by his Father, and hid often appeared in 

....... .le 
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the ^'Jorm of God^^ to transaet affairs af higli impoi^- 
tance,yet sueh was the benevolenee and eondeseension 
#f this Son, that he freely concurred in the Father^* 
proposal for the redemption of man, and said, ^^ Lo, I- 
come to do thy will, O God.'' But to accomplish this 
great purpose, the Son must lay aside thz form of Gody 
and take on himself the /orm of a servant— he must 
become incarnate, be. united to a human body, and he 
the " Son of David according to tkeflesk.^^ Thus he 
who was rich, for our sakes became poor, that ,we, 
through his poverty, might be made rich. And being 
found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself^ mid 
became obedient unto death. 

But sueh voluntary and deep abasement in the Son, 
was not to pass unnoticed nor unrewarded hy the Fa- 
ther. And we have the most plain and unequivocal 
testimony, that Ood did honor his Son by constUMng 
him a Prince and a Savior, the Lord of ali*, and 
the Supreme Judge of the quick and the dead. 

That it is as the fruit of the Father's love to the 
Son, and on the ground of a constituted character^ that 
Christ bears those and other Divine names and titles, 
I shall endeavor clearly to prove. 

John the Baptist, in his testimony concerning the 
Son, not only said, " God giveth not the Spirit bj 
measure unto him ;" but added, ^ the Father loveth 
the Son, and hath given all things into his handn^^^*^ 
John iii. 3d. 

When the Son was about to leave his disciples and 
ascend into heaven, he proclaimed in their ears, " AU 
power is given unto me in heaven and eartlu" — ^Matt, 
zxviii. 18. 

Peter, in his impressive sermon on the day of Pente- 
i^ost, having stated many things from the scriptures^ 



Mtid Glory of Chria. .89 

to prore that Jesug was the Christ, addressed the an* 
cHenee in these words, '' Therefore let all the hoase of 
Israel know assuredly, that Odd hath made that same 
Jesusj whom ye have eraeified, both Lord and 
Christ.'' — ^Acts ii. 30. 

In the same sermon, Peter also said, ^ This Jesus 
lath Ood raised up, whereof we are witnesses. Tliere- 
fore being hy the right hand of God exalted^ and hav- 
ii.^ received of the Father the promise of the Holy 
Ghost, he hatii shed forth this whieh ye now see and 
lear." — Acts ii. 32, 33. 

In another address, Peter said; '^ The Ood of Abri- 
ban, and of Isaae, and of Jacob, the tJod of onr ftt^ 
filers, BATH GLORiFiED-his SoN Jesus."—- Acts iii. lft« 

And again, ^Hhe Ood'of ourfiEithers raised op Jesu»y 
▼horn ye slew and hanged on a tree : Him hath Oo& 
rxALTED, with his OWN RIGHT HAND, tobc a Princb^ 
and a Savior, to give repentancef unto Israel, and fop« 
^iveness of /sins."— Acts v. 30, 31. 

The same views of the constituted character: 
if the Son as Lord of all, are, if possible^ mori- 
forcibly expressed by Saint Paul. 

Speaking of the astonishing displays of the graea 
ind power of Ood, hesays^ ^hieh he wrought la 
Christ, when he raised him from' the dead, and set 
aiM at his own right hand in the heavenly places, far 
above all principidity, and power, and might, and 
i6minioB, and every name which is named, not only 
in this world, but also in that which is to come : ^ And 
hath pid aU things under hisfeety and gtive him to be 
the Head over aU things to ^ the ehureh."-r*£ph. i. 
;so— 22. 

The same apostle, having in a most striking man- 
ifgear i-epresented the astonishing eondeseension anA 
«*^ • • . 

Digitized by Google 



90 On the real JDivUiU}^ 

tieep abasement of Christ, proeeeda to gtate tbe re^ 
ward given to lum by God — ^^^ Wherefore God a|s<k^ 
hath highly bxalt&d him, and givbit him a nrnxat 
trhkh k above every iiaifte, that at thenaoeie^ Je#u8 
everj knee should bow, of things in heaven, and 
things in ear^i, and things nnder the eaH^ ; end tjbat 
every tongne shouldt eonfess that Jesus Christ 19 
Lord, to the glory of God the Father/'^r-Phil. iL 
a~ll. 

To unprejjudiced minda, the pas^agea of Seriptnre, 
already adduced, may be suffieient to proi^ that 1$, is 
hy the GivT mi pLEAsuaB of God, tfaM his Bov sus- 
tains the offices and bears the Divine nai|ues ^ Sav- 
v>a and Loan, Much more of the same import ilN^t 
he produced ; but these who can resist, evade, or tset 
aside such plain and imamhiguous testimony as has 
been already exhibited, nnght do so by a vohnne of 
the same kind. 

I have yet, however, distinctly to i^h^w, thai God 
has ooN^TiTUTBD. his Son the Suprbms Juni&B of 
the quipk and dead. In proof of the pomt now before^ 
ns, we may begin with thB testimony of Cheiat him-* 
self «. A& he ia the fiuthf ul aiul true witaness^aad well 
acquainted with his own ehavacter, mneh rdianeer 
jaaay be placed on his testimony. 

It will be needks»heEef to introduce the numenomi 
de^arations which Christ made ^ his iiuthori^. a« 
tibe JunoBof the world. All wo have to dn w tn 
show how he came4iy this author!^ ; whether he poa-*^ 
aesses it as. the self-exiat^ii God^ or whethar he htttk 
heen m»sUd with this authority by the^ Father. 

When Christ had healed the impotent man^ the Jewa 
reused him of profSsiiing the Sabbatib day; In reply 
fo thii9.M«in«kiiHi, imm aaii^ ^m^ Fatto? woxk«l> 
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Utlierto, aad I work.^ His calling God his Father,. 
the Jews eoBsidered as hlasphemj, and soaght thete 
iMre to kill him. It appears, prolmble, that the Jew»< 
well understood the prineiple dT deriyed dignity, and 
Aat they imdenitood Christ as claiming divine dig- 
nity- hy professing to fie the SbN of God.* They* 
' evidentlj understood him, as calling God his Fatler^. 
in the peeuKar and proper sense* For while they 
glmed in* having ^ooe Father, even God^" they con^ 
sidered Christ as. guilty of Uasphemy in elaiming.th% 
titkc^lfte8DN»rGod: 

breply t^thdir aeensations, Christ gave (hem a 
won fttH aeeonnt of his character and' dignity, and* 
said) << Verily, verily, I say unto you, the Son ean da 
nodung ef'himsetf, hut what he seeth the Father do : 
fcr what things soever he doedi, these also doeth the 
Son likewise. For the Father loveth the Son, and 
skewM. him air things that himself doeth : and he 
wtS shew him greater works than these, that ye may 
marvel. For a» the Fath^ raiseth np the dead, and 
quickeneth them, even so t the Son qniekeneth whom< 
hewiD. For the Father judgeth no man, but hath 

eOMMPTTBD ALL JUDGMENT UNTO THE SoN^ that all 

men should honor the Son, even as they honor thf 
Father.'*— John v. 

If'God^hath committsb all judgment unto the Son^. 
Aenhehaa gonstitvtbd the. Son. as Judge. But 

*Bi the emnmon transUtion of Jelinr. IS, vft read, "^nt satd^ 
««d. «M ii* Fatfmr:y Dr. Mii«kniglit t aft it c > th t to W Ai* 
pt^per Taiherr Dr. Hoplans «rf» <* Att mam pr^p^r F4th* 
tr." Dr. CftnopbeU tMRslatea thp -viiole Tene tb(M» *' For this 
ye^son the Jews were the more intent to kill him, because he had 
jDOt only broken the sabbath, bat by calling Qod peeuHttr^i kiCl 
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Christ gives a further account — ^''Verily, verily, I gay 
«nto you, the hour is coming, and . now is, when the 
dead shall hear the voice of the Son or Gob : and 
they that hear shall live. For as the Father hath 
life in himself, so hati he given to the Son to have 
life in himself 5 and'hslth given him authority 
to Aeeifte judgment, because he is ihe Son of man, — 
I can of mine own self do nothing : As I hear, I jndge^ 
and my judgment is jnst, because I seek not nrine own* 
will, but the will of the Father which hath sent'me.'* 

To those who place full confidence iit Christ as a? 
ikithful and true witness, his testimony may be suffi- 
cient. But for the eonvietion of those who may think 
tiiat two or three witnesses are needful in the present^ 
tase, we may addthe testimonies of Peter and PauL 

Peter, in his sermon at the house of ComeKus, after* 
itating that he and' others did eat and drink witbr. 
Christ alter his resurrection, said; ^^and he command— 
•d tts to preach unto the people, and to testify that ii^ 
is HE which is ORDAINED OF 06d to be the Judos of 
ihe quick and the dead.'' 

Paul, in his discourse to the people of Athens, said^. 
^and the times of this ignorance God winked at, but 
nrw eommandeth all men every where to repent : Be- 
cause he hath appointed a day in which hb wiU jud^ 
the world in righteousness, by that Man whom he 
hath ORDAINED^ whereof he hath given a^swanee uni» 
all men, in that he hath raised him from the dead." 

I see no rational way in whieh these testimonies 
•an be invaJUated, without impeaching the eharaeteir 
•f the witnesses. 

Ah earthly soverei^, whose will is the law of the 
empire, can, at pleasure, advance an awn and only, 
Son to any ranker office, which does iipt invvlve a 
eH^tradietion, , ^ ,^ 
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The lather e^nnot cause his son to rank with him- 
self as to c^y aor can he render the son independent 
•f himself ia respect to existence^ dignity^ or qffict. 
But it is in the power of a king or emperor to confer 
tn his son any office in the army, from an ensign to 
that of commander in chief. He may also, at pleas- 
are, make his son the gOTcrnor of a province, chief 
judge, or sole judge in the higliest court of justice, or 
Tieeroy of half the empire, or even a c;ppartner with 
himself on the throne $ and in testimony of the high 
esteem he' has for his son, he may place him at his 
«wn right hand. 

Such a course of conduct in an eartlily soTereign 
towards an only son may indeed be the result of ca- 
price or partiality $ but it may also be the result of 
eonsommate wisdom and benevolence. For the good 
of the empire may be in the best manner promoted 
hj such measures. 

As an earthly sovereign may advanee his son to any 
office he pleases, so he may confer on him whatever 
title of dignity he may think proper. He may dig- 
nify his son with the title of lord, or arch-chancellor 
of the empire, lord chief justice, prince of peace^ 
president of the princes, or he may confer on him his 
own royal or imperial title^ as king or emperor. 
And in respect to several relations, he may at the 
same time have various titles of dignity. 

These observations present to our view something 
analogous to the representations given in Scripture im 
regard to God's conduct in dignifying his only and 
well-beloved Son. The titles Lord, Savior, and 
Judge, are titles which properly belong to God* 
But God had a right to confer the same titles on hift 
beloved Son, and to invest him with the authority and 
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suffieieney imported by these titleft* . And if we may 
•alely rely on the tefiiimony of Christ and his apostles 
$M proofs God has aetvally ihvs dignified his Son. — 
He hath ^'bxax.t£d him to be a PajNOE and a Sav- 
ior" — " MADE him to be both Lord and Christ'^-^ 
**GivEN him all power in heaven and earth'?-^"oR- 
DAiNED him to be the Jijdoe of the qniekand the 
dead"— ^^^ooMMiTTED all judgment nnto the Bo% and 
Qki VEN him a name whieh is above every name." And 
the Beriptnre^ afford no more avMenee that Solomim 
tat on the throne of Israel by the appointment and 
pleasure of David, than they do that the Son of Ood 
sits on the throne of ^ tibe univ^*se by the a^omt- 
ment and pleasure of God his FaHier* There are 
other titles- that belong to Qod, whjoJlL by has pieaaara^ 
are given to his Son. 

God often styles himself the Hoi*t Okk, or the 
Holy One of Israel. The title of Holy One is alsa 
gjiven to the Son. But Hbe Soak plainly ^aiii^^nk*- 
ed Qrom the self^xist^t Holy One, by being r^ra- 
sented as God's Holy One, or the ^^Holy One of God.'' 
To the trnth^ in t^is ease, Satan himsdf was eonstraiiii* 
ed to bear witnesis. ^^I know thee who thou art, the 
Holy One of God." The words of David, quoted by 
Peter, are to the same purpose^-^'Neitfaer wilt thou 
suffer thine HaLr Onm to see corruption." 

The name Jehovah, wUeh is often translated 
Lord in the Old Testament, is^ a name which belongs 
to God ; but by the pleasure of God this name with 
some addition is given to the Son.. ^^Behold. the days 
come, saith the Lord, that I will raise unto David a 
righteous Branch ; aud a Rihglsball reign and pros- 
per, and shall execute judgment and justice 'in the 
oailJft.. In his days Judah shall be saved and Israel 
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Aail dweU safdj ; and Om ^ tike name whereby he 
•ball be etllled^ The Lori> [or Jsh6vab3 our rights - 

XOtTSllBSS.'' , 

That the Messiah, the 8611 et Gfody in his iacamate 
atate^ is intended in this pfopheey, there ean be no 
reasonable donbt, / And that it is on the ground of U 
^oHSTiTUTED oHAKAOTER, and hf thc pieasoTe of 
Ood his Father, that he bears the name Jehovah our 
Righteousness, is suffieiently phiin&om the passage 
quoted* It is God himself who gives the information 
in the text ; and this one Gbd tells ns of a person' or 
•haraeter #hieh he would raise tfp, and the name bj 
whieh this Bon should be ealled. 

The name Jehovah being given to the Son, is 
€Opsiderod by Mr. Joifes a3 etidibnee that the 8on is 
personally the self-existent 6nd. But had he compared 
cme of his own remarks with the words of an apostle, 
lie might h&ve seen his own mistake. Mr. Jones sug- 
gests, that the name Lord, in the New Testament, whieh 
is given to Christ, is of the same import as Jehovah 
in the Old Testament The apostle PetiM' says, " Let 
all the house of Israel know assuredly^ that God hath 
MAbE that same Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both 
Lord and Christ.'' If, then, Mr. Jones be correet in 
affirming that Lord and Jehovah are terms of the 
same import, and the apostle be eorrect in the text 
just quoted ; am I not authorized to say that God 
hath made J or constituted^ his Son Jehovah our 
righteousness ?* 

* Jehovah our BigJiteotrnness. Emmannel. That these signifi- 
eaat names, as applied to the Messiah^ are no proof that he was 
the living God may appear from the following considemttons, viz. 

1. " Jkhoyah oua RiOHT£oi7S2rxss^' is not only applied to the 
JHewnah, but by the same prophet it is applied to the church or 
I 
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Bn similar ground, and by the same Divine plear 
-Bare, the Son had his name called Emmanuel — ^Won- 
derful, CoanseUor, the Mighty God, the everlasting 
Father, and the Prince of Peace. On the very face 
-of the prophecies, in which these names are brought 
into view, it is clearly intimated, that it is by the 
pleasure of God that the Son bears these titles. The 
Son is manifestly the subject of the predictions, and 
God the author. And God says respecting his Son, 
^^His name shall be called Emmanuel — ^His name shaU 
be tailed Wondexful^^ &c. 

That it is by inheritance as a Son, and by the plea- 
sure of the Fath^, that Christ bears the name God, 
is plainly revealed in the first ^diapter of the epistle 
to the Hebrews. As the chapter was evidently de- 
signed to give us a correct and exalted view««of the 
Son of God, and the ground on which he possesses 
such an exalted eharaeter, and sudi divine titles, I 
shall quote nine verses :-*- 

to Judah and J>rt»a2efn-^« This is the namehy which She shaU 
be caUed the Lord (Jehorah) our Righteousness.'* Jer. xTiti. 16. 
2. The name "Bxxanitsi.*' is used three times in the Bible. 
Isa. y'iu 14, it is applied to the son of the prophetess, probably as a 
type of Christ. Matt. i. 33, it is applied to Christ, as the antitype. 
But in Isa. yiii. 8, it is applied to the people of Judah, '* Thj land, 
OBmroanuel." In all the instances ihe word implied that God 
wa« v)ith that people by peenUar favor. But soeh signifieant 
names determine nothing in respect to the dignity of .tiie peraoos 
or the people, to whom they are applied. The name Ithmael 
signifies " God laho heara" just as the name Emmanuel signifies 
** God with w*." But we do not infer that Hagar's son was the 
prayer hearing God, because the angel required her to " call his 
name hhmaeV^ If it would be improper to infer that Hagar's 
son was a person ia Deity, it is equally improper to infer this of 
the Messiah, on the gi*ound of his name Emmanuel, ov Jehovah 
^ur Righteotuneti, 
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^ God, who at sundry times and in dirers manners, 
spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, 
hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son, 
▼horn he hath appointed heir of all things, by whom 
also he made the worlds ; who being the brightness 
of his glory, and the express image of his person, 
and upholding all things by the word of his power, 
when he had by himself purged our sins, sat down on 
the right hand of the Majesty on high ; being made 
BO much better than the angels, as he hath by inherit- 
ance obtained a more excellent name than they.'' 

Before I proceed farther in the quotations, I may 
make a few remarks. .. 

1. God in this passage ;s evidently spoken of as one 
distinct Person or intelligent Being, accordingly the 
pronouns for God are he, his. 

2. The Son of God is spoken or as a Person or Be- 
ing, as distinct from God as any son is distinct front 
ids father ; «nd as distinct from God as are prophets 
ir angels.....God spake by the prophets...*^M God 
spake by his San. 

3. As a son is the image of his father, so the Son 
of God is represented as the express image of the 
Person of God. 

4f. The Son is heir of all things by the appointment 
of God. 

5, The Son is so distinct from God, that he can sit 
on God's right hand. 

6. By being truly the Son of God, and by inher- 
it a noe, Christ hath ?. better name than the angels.... 
Being made so much better than the angels, as he 
hath by inheritance a more excellent name than 
they....Being truly God's own^ Son, he inherits his 
Father's Dignity. 
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In proof that the Son hath a more eteellent Bane 
than the angels, the apostle proceeds to state from 
the Old Testament what had heen said respecting the 
Son, and what had heen said respecting the angels :— 

" For unto which of the angels said he at any time^ 
Thou art my Son, this day have 1 hegottt^ thee? 
And again> I will he to him a Father, and he shall be 
to me a Son.— And again, when he hringeth in the 
first begotten into the world, he saith. And let all the 
angels of God worship him. And of the angels he 
saith, Who maketh his angels spirits, and his minis- 
ters a flame of fire. But unto the Son he saith, Tlqr 
throne^ O God, is forever and ever: a sceptre rf 
righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. Thou 
hast loved righteousness, ani hated iniquity ; there- 
fore Gody even thy God^ hath anointed thee with the 
oil of gladness, above tliy felloes.'' 

Here we find the name which the Son of God has by 
INHERITANCE, which is better than the name given to 
angels.* The self-existent God has been pleased to 
dignify his own and ontif Son with his owti divint^ 
name. And we find also a reason assigned for this 
Divine honor : — ^' Thou hast loved righteousness and 
hated iniquity ; therefore GoDj even tur Gon^ hath 
anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fel- 
lows." 

If we consider Christ as truly the Son of God, 
in the sense which has been explained, and by inherit 
tanee and the pleasure of the Father possessing Di- 
vine dignity and Divine titles, the whole passage 
appears perfectly natural. But if we consider the Son 

* On farther oonsicleration, it is believed, that the "name" 
which Christ has by 'Unheritance*' is Son. But still the name 
«*c? he possesses by the pleasure of his 'God and Father," 
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%» personally the gelf-existent and. independeftt Qod, 
moat serionft diffieulties immediately arise....Why ig he 
called God's 8oa ? Why ig he uniformly gpoken of in 
eoniradigtinetion to the gelf-^xistent God ? Why is 
be spoken of as Having a God who hath anointed him 
mth the oil of gladness above his fellows ? What God 
eonld thus anoint the self-existent God ? 

The passage under consideration is not the only one 
in ^ich the name God is applied to the Son. Nor is 
this the only passage in which the Son of God is re- 
presented as having a God as well as a Father. Chnst 
«aid to his disciples^ ^^ I go to my Father and to yowr 
Jtather, to my God and to your God,^^ And in the 
^istles we several times read of ^ the God and Fa- 
iher of our Lord Jesus Cferisi"— and "the God of onr 
Lord Jesus Christ J^ As Solomon, after he was crown- 
ed, had a father and a king, so Christy on the throne 
tif the universe, had a Father and a God. If Christ 
had been the self-existent God, it would have been just 
as proper to speak of the God of the Father, as the 
God of the Son. But if he be truly the ^on of God, 
and as such sustains Divine ofliees and bears Divine 
titles, then no dif&culty results from his being called 
Lord, Savior, or even God. For these titles, as 
borne by the Son, do not import personal self-existence, 
but what- he is as the Son of God, and by the pleasure 
of his Father. 

After Solomon had been anointed king by order of 
David, Jonathan reported the matter to Adonijah, arul 
said, "Verily our lord, king Bavidjhath made Solomcn 
king." And it is not improbable that this event was 
typical of the conduct of God in anointing and ^.v«/if- 
ing his Son. And as truly as David cmistituted his 
aoB Solomon to be king, so truly hath o*** h^^.\- 
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eiily Father eonsHivted his Son ta be Savior^ 
, Lordf and God. He hath invested him with Divine 
fulness and Divine authority, and conferred on him his 
•vm Divine names and titles. If the Son of God did 
not possess a fulness adequate to his authority, we 
might view the Divine names, as applied to him, as 
high sounding and empty titles ; but while we are as- 
sured that all power, or authority, is given unto him in 
heaven and earth, we are also assured that **it hath 
pleased the Father that in him all fulness should 
dwell 5'^ and that " in him dweUeth all the fulness of 
the Godhead bodily." 

When, therefore, I speak of the Son as called StL- 
vior, Lord and God^ on the ground of a eanstitnted 
character^ I wish to be understood as implying not 
merely official character ^ but such a perfect union of 
the Son with the Father, that in him properly dwells 
the infinite fulness and all-<suffieiency of God, so that 
in respect to fulness as well as authority he is one 
with the Father- 

We must suppose, that God is the best judge of the 
ground ^n which he styled his Son God. And we 
know, from the scriptures, that anointing with oil was 
an appointed eeremony of induction to office. Thus 
prophets, priests, and kings, were inaugurated by the 
command of God. The oil was an instituted type or 
emblem of the J^rU / and these ancient inaugurations 
were probably typical of the inauguration of Christ as 
the promised Messiah ; on which occasion the Hol^ 
Spirit^ which had been typified by the holy oU, de- 
scended and abode upon him. And in the address of 
the Father to the Son, in which the Son is called God, 
the eeremony of anain^ng* is distinctly brought into 
view, to shew that it is on the ground of a constituted 
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Procter that the Son is called God — ^ Therefore 
God, even rnr Ood, hath anointed thee with the oil of 
gladness above thy fellows." * 

John the Baptist, in his testimonv coneeming the Son 
if God, says, ^^ He whom God hath sent, speaketh the 
words of God ;'' and gives this as the reason why the 
words that he speaketh are the words of God, ''For 
God giveth not the Spirit by measure unto him*^^ And 
Peter, in his discourse at the house of Cornelius, men- 
tions ** How God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the 
Holy Ghost and with power ;'^ by which we may im* 
derstand, that in this anointings the Son was endvijed 
with Divine fulness^ and invested with Divine avJtkoT" 
ity. 

In expressing Divine commands, in foretelling events^ 
md in performing miracles, the Son of God adopted a 
style of speaking, very different from that of the pro- 
phets. He did not preface what he uttered with a 
''Thus saith the Lord;" but his usual style was, ^^I 
«ay unto you" — ^ I will, he thou clean," &c. On thiii* 
ground, an argnmen^^has often been formed, in proof 
ofthe hypothesis that Christ was personally ihe in- 
dependent God. In reference to this< ailment, I would': 

1. Was it not to be expected that God^s own Som 
would adopt a style corresponding vfitk his dignity ai 
fte Son of God^ Would you not expect that a king's 
ion should adopt a style in speakingi different fiom^ut^ 
ordinary ambassador P — ^But, 

2. I would ask, whether justice has been done in 
irging the above argument F It is indeed a truth, that 
Christ spake in a style diffa*ent finttike f^^^sfih^iaju- 
but it is also true, that no prophcwas ever more par- 
tienlar and careful than Christ iJks, to let itbeknow^ 

■ . 9^ /^-- ■ 
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that he came not in his own name, hut in the niURe of 
God the Father ; that the words which he spake^ he 
spake not of himself; and that the Father in him did 
the work. How often did he deelare, in tlte most nn- 
equiyoeal manner, to this eflfeet, '* I eame down from 
heayen, not to do mine own w^l, hnt the wrll of the 
Father that sent me.?'—-" I proceeded forth aad «ame 
ft-om Go© 5 neither eaine I of myself, but he sent me.'* 
— " The words that I speak, I speak not of mysdf." 
If John has given us a true account, Ohrist distinct- 
ly mentioned his being sen^ of the father, neariy*>rty 
times. How, sir, has it come to pass, that these ideas 
have been so much kept out of view in urging the ar- 
gument from Christ's peeuHar style of speaking ? I 
would by no m^ans suggest a suspicion of dishonesty ; 
but is there not evidence of a strong prepossession^ hy 
which good men have been led to overlook some things 
^hieh are of weight, and to form their arguments witt-?- 
out due consideration ? 



LETTER V. 

Mow the Son of God became the Son of Mar^ 

* StEV. Sflt, 

ACCORDING to yonr tfteory, the Son of God be* 
came the Son of Man "by taking to himself a true 
body awi^r^asonEable soul," or a proper Man. It is 
-Mm^j ol^ect to prov%i that the Son of God became tfee 
Son of Man b^ beeoonng himself Ae ^soul o£ a humntk 
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It bfts been supposed, that the Son of God could 
ftot, with any propriety , be called a man on the hy- 
pothesis I have stated. But conld he not with much 
more propriety be ealled a man, if he became th& 
^oul of a human hody^ than on the hypothesis that ho 
became united to a proper human soul and body or a 
proper man ? If the Son of God became united to a- 
proper man, the S(M and the rn^tn were two distinct 
inteiligenees, and the union would be properly a unioii 
of two persons. 

Besides, you say that this union does not imply 
that the divine nature beeame human natiire^ nor that 
the human nature became divine nature, nor that these 
two natures were mixed or blended. These positions, 
if I mistake not, are precisely of the same import as 
the following — ^The Son of God did not become mim, 
Bor did the man become the ^S^tm of God, nor were the 
Bon xf God and the man mked or blended. For so 
far fLS I can discern any meaning to your language, the 
Son of God is the same as the divine nature of Christ, 
and the man the sante as the human nature. It will 
hence appear, that the Son of God did not become 
MAN, but only became united to a man. 

There are a multitude of considerations and passa- 
ges of Scripture, which may be adduced in support of 
the hypothesis that the Son of God became Man, or 
the Son of Man, by becoming the soul of a human 
body. Out of many, I s^ect the Allowing :— 

1« If the Man Christ Jesus had been united to a 
•econd divine and self-^xistent Person, we might rea* 
sonably expect to find, that, in some of his diseourises, 
he had mentioned that ^nion. But in no instanee did 
he intimate that he was united to any divine persott; 
hwi the Father. His union with tlie Father lie ^ft« 
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mentionecT, and he affirmed that it was the Father i< 
him that did the work. 

2. Had the Son of God hecome man in no other 
'sense than ^'hy taking to Kimself a true body and rea* 
sonable soul," and had he been, as you suppose, per- 
sonally the independent God, he could not with any 
propriety hare asserted his personal dependence. 
For however dependent his human nature might he, 
a:s 9L person he would have been independent and self- 
sufficient. Yet, it is believed, we have no account of 
any other person in the Scriptures, w ho said sp much 
•f his personal dependence as did Jesus Christ tha 
Son of God. In the most personal and most emphatical 
manner ke declared, "/can of mine awn self do noth- 
ing»^^ It is remarkable, that any of the friends of 
Christ should think it dishoQorary to him to say that 
he was dependent, w^hile he himself so constantly- 
affirmed his dependence on the Father. Not only did 
Christ abundantly assert his personal dependence on 
the Father, but, as a Person, and as a Soi^, he 
prayed to the Father far himself as the Son of God.. 
See his solemn prayer, John xvii. 

3. When angels have appeared ^^in the likeness 
of men," they have been denominated either angels or 
men, just as the Lord Jesus is sometimes ealled the 
Son of God, and sometimes the Son of Man. The 
angels who appeared to Lot, in Sodom*, are, in the 
same narrative, several times called angels, and sev- 
eral times ealled men. The prophet Daniel, bk 
speaking of the angel whe appeared to him, says^ 
^The Man Gabriel whom I had seen in the vision.*' 

Shall we, sir, accuse Moses and Daniel of great 
impropriety, in speaking of those personages somc'- 
ibiiLes as angels, and sometimes as men? They were. 

• 
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«alled men, because they appeared *'in the likeneBs 
of TO^n," that is, in an embodied state. If a transient 
•r an occasional residence in bodies of human form 
might be sufficient ground on which to denominate 
ingels men, a pernutnent residence in a human body 
might be sufficient ground on which to denominate 
the Son of God the Son of Man. 

4; The scripture accounts of the incarnation of the 
Son of God contain no intimation that he took " to 
himself a true body and a reasonable soul;" but the 
contrary is .plainly^ suggested. — ^' The Word was 
made flesh." John L 14. '' God had sworn to David, 
that of the fruit of his loins, according to the fleshy 
he would raise up Christ to sit upon his throne." Acts 
ii, 80. — '' Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord,, 
irho was made of the seed of David, according to the- 
flesh.^^ Rom. i. 3. " Whoselire the fathers, and of 
whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came." Rom» 
ii. 5. 

Why were these phrases inserted, according to the 
fUsh, or concerning the fleshy but to teach us that our 
Lord is of the seed of Abraham and David oNir ac- 
cording to the flesh, or in respect to the flesh 9 

In the first chapter of the epistle to the Hebrews, 
the ^vriter gives us a most exalted character of the 
Son of God 5 and iq the second, he represents his in- 
eamation, '' For as much then as the children are 
partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise 
took part of the same." — Again, " Wherefore, in all 
things, it behoved him to be made like unto his breth- 
ren, that he might be a merciful and faithful High 
Priest in things pertaining to God, to make reconcilia- 
tion for the sins of the people : For in that he him- 
self hath suffered, being tempted, he.is able to succor 
Ihem that ai-e tempted." r- i 
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How, sir,^are the children partakers of flesli and 
blood ? Is it by taking to themselyes true bodies and 
reasonable souls ? Is it not rather by being reasonable 
souls of human bodies ? Or by being in an embodied 
state, in anion -with flesh and blood ? If so, then for 
Christ to become like his brethren, a partaker of 
flesh and blood, he must become in an embodied state, 
or become the soul of a human body. Before his in- 
carnation, he was not like to the seed of Abraham 
in respect to {Mtrtaking of flesh and blood; but it 
hehoved him so to be, that he might be a mereiful 
High Priest; and tjiat by beil^ himself subject to 
those temptations which result &om a union with 
flesh and blood, he might know liow to sympathize 
with us, and to succor those who are tempted. But • 
if his incarnation implied no more than his becoming 
united to a man, how was Jie prepared by this to be 
^Houched with the ffeelinar of our infirmities ?" 

In the tenth chapter of the same epistle, it is r^re* 
jented, that when the Bon was about to come into the 
world, he said to his Father, "Sacrifice and offering 
thou wouldst not, but a Body hast thou prepared 
me." The Son did not say, "a true body and reason- 
able souP' hast * thou prepared me ; nor, a Man Last 
thou prepared me ; but "a Body hast thou prepared 
me." And does not his language plainly suggest, that 
he himself was to be the Soul af that Body which God 
had prepared ? Let common sense decide the question. 

5, There is abundant evidence, that the Person, 
who called himself the Son of Man, had pre-existence ; 
but there is no evidence that he pre-existed other^tise 
than as the Son of God, or the Angel of God. 

That the Son of God had pre-existence. is not 
doubtQd by you ; and it is ajinazing, that it should lie 
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toied by any man ivho professes a req^t fbr the 
oracles of God. In addition to all tliat is siud of the 
Son of God as the Creator, or the one by whom God 
reated all things ; and all that is said of himiM the 
Angel of God ; and all that is said of the glory which 
be had with the.Father before the world was ; and all 
that i^ said of his incarnation ; there are a multitude 
tf texts which naturally import his pre-existence. 

His pre-existenee is naturally implied in the nu- 
fflerous passages which speak of God's sending hit 
Sou into the world, and of^ God's giving his Son. 
The same idea is implied in all that Christ said of 
hiB coming forth from the Father, and coming down 
fmm heaven, and. coming forth from God, Such re- 
jresentations naturally import that he had existed, 
With the Father, with God, and in heaven, before he 
was sefnt, or before he came into the world. 

To the unbelieving Jews Christ said, "If God were 
Tour Father, ye would love me : for I proceeded forth 
Lnd came from God } neither came I of myself, but he 
stJflt me.'' To his disciples he said, "For the Father 
liimself. loveth you, because ye have loved me, and 
feve believed that I came out from God : I came forth 
/rom the Father, and am come into the world : again 
I leave the world, and go to the Fathe-." 

These passages Christ spake as the Son of God; 
and they plainly import two things— 

1. That the Son is a being distinct from God, so 
distinct that he eould proceed forth and comi^ from 
God. 

2. That the Son existed with God before he came 
iftto the world. 

Similar things Christ spake of himself as the Son 
OF Max. On another occasion he said mueh of his 
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being the hreaA of God which cometh down from 
heaven. John vi. In this discourse he styled himself 
the Son of Man. Some of his disciples were dis- 
pleased with what he said on this occasion; "When 
Jesus knew in himself that his disciples murmured at 
it, he said unto them, Doth this offend you ? What, 
and if ye shall see the Son of Man ascend up where 
H£ was before T^ 

These several passages, compared together, plainly 
import not only the pre-existence of Jesus Christ, hut 
the identity of the Son of ^Ood and the Son of Man. 

6. The personal identity of the Son of God and tht 
Son of Man is plainly implied in the declaration of 
St. Paul, Eph. iv. 10. Speaking of the ascension of 
Christ, he says, " He that descended is the same also 
that ascended up far above all heavens, that he might 
fill all things." You will, sir, it is believed, admit 
that it was the Son of God who descended, and tht 
Son of Man who ascended. And if he that descend^ 
ed is the same who ascended, then the Son of God and 
the Son of Man are the same. Of course, the Son of 
God became the Son of Man by becoming the sopl of a 
human body. 

7. You will grant that it was the Son of Man, or 
the Man Christ Jesus, who died on the cross, who 
was raised from the dead, and exalted at the right 
hand of God. But all these things are distinctly and 
abundantly affirmed of Christ as the Son of Ood, or 
as our Lord and Savior. I have no ()eea(sion to pro- 
duce any passages of Scripture to prove that these 
things are said ^f Christ as the Son of Man, but I 
may produce some passages to show that these same 
things are ailirmed of God's own Son, by whom he 
made tb^ worlds, and the one who is now our Lord 
and Savior. r- ^i^ 
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^^He that spared not his oum 8onJ*^ Rom. viiL 22. 
^CoBeerBiBg his 8on Jesus CnRisr our Lord^ 
whieh wa» made of the seed of Dayid, aeeording to 
the flesh, and declared to he the Son of God with 
p«wer, according to the spirit of holiness, by the reS' 
urrectionfrom the deadJ^ Rom. i, 8, 4. — ^**Who rais- 
ed up Jesus our Lord from the deadJ^ Rom. iv. 24, 
^^And GtKl hath hoth raised ap the Lord^ and will 
also raise ns up by his own power." 1 Cor. vi. 14>— 
*Wait for his Son from heaven, whom he raised from, 
ftc dead.^^ 1 Thes. i. 10.— "Now the God of peace, 
^2Lt brought again from, the dead our Lord Jesus^ 
that GREAT Shepherd of the sheep.^ Heb. xiii. 2C« 

III these passages it is plainly represented, that it 
ivas in truth that Beings who is called the Son of 
God^ our Lordy and the great Shepherd of the sheep, 
irho personally died on the cross, and was raised from 
the dead by the power of God. 

In the first chapter of the epistle to the Colossians^ 
ttd in the very connection in which the work of crea- 
tion is attributed to Christ, he is styled the ^first 
horn from the dead, that in all things he might have 
the pre-eminence." 

Respecting this same Son our Lord^ David said, 
"the Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right 
band till I make thy foes thy footstool." Of the same 
Son of God it is said, ^'when be had by himself 
purged our sins, sat down on the right hand of the 
MA^fEsrr on high." Heb. i. 3.—- But after this Son 
bad become united to the body which God had pre- 
pared, he was often called a man, or the Son of man. 
Therefore the same writer says, "but this man, after 
he had offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat 
iown on the right hand of God." Heb. x. 12. 
40 
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S, Additional evidence of the identity of the Son of 
God and the Bon of Man, may appear from what is 
8aid of Christ as the Lord and the Son^ the Root and 
the (^spring of David. 

It was the belief of the Jews, founded on propheej, 
that the Messiah should he the Son of David.—* 
"While the Pharisees were gathered together, Jesus 
asked thcfti, saying, What think ye of Christ? WTiose 
•on is he ? They say unto him, The son of David* 
He ftaith unto them. How then doth David in spirit 
call him Lord, saying^ The Lord said unto my Lord, 
Sit thou on my right hand till I make thine enenues 
thy footstool ? If David then call him Lord, how is 
he his son ?" Matt xxii.,41 — 45. 

This, sir, was to the Pharisees an unanswerable 
question ; nor do I see that any rational answer can 
he given to it on your theory. For the question plain- 
ly supposes the Lord of David and the Son of David 
to be but one intelligent Being. But your hypothe- 
sis would be, that the Lord of David was united tp a 
MAN who was the Son of I) a fid. But could the 
I^rd of David be thus the San of David ? No, sir, 
the Lord of David would be one person, and the son 
of David another. ] But if the Lord of David became 
the soul of a body which was of the seed of David, 
then would Christ be both David^s Son and David's 
Lord. 

The other text to be considered, is this, ^'I am the 
Root and the Offspring of David." 

You will observe, that in this passage, Christ 
speaks in a personal manner, and as one individual 
intelligence. He does not say, I am the Roar of 
David, and the man united to me is the Offspring 
of David. But as one, and only one intelligence, 
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ke says, ^I am the Roar and the OFFSPnurG of 
David.'' 

9. In exhibiting a contrast between Adam and 
Christ, the apostle Paul says, 'Hhe first man is of the 
earth earthy, the seeofid man is the Lord from heaven." 
What is here asserted of Christ, accords with his 
anmerous declarations that he came down from heav-' 
en, and came forth from God. The apostle does not 
lay that the second man was united to the Lord from 
keaf en ; but, the second man is the Lord from heav- 
en. Suppose, sir, that Daniel had said in some of his 
writings, The man whom 1 saw in the vision was Ga- 
briel from heaven ; what idea would his words have 
si^gested ? Would you not have supposed that Ga- 
\ffie\ appeared in an embodied state, or in the likeness 
•f a man ? You will be pleased to Unswer the ques- 
tion, and make the application. 

10. Christ stated to his disciples this question, 
"Whom do men say that J, the Son of Man^ am* ?" 
They answered. He then stated another, "Whom say 
ye that 1 am ?" Peter replied, "Thou art the Christ, 
the Son of the living Gocf." — ^This answer Christ ap- 
proved itt the, most decided manner. And you will be 
pleased, sir, to notice the definite manner in which 
the question was proposed and answered. Christ, 
calling himself the Son of Man^ demands their opin- 
ion concerning him. The answer is as definite as the 
question, ''Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living 
GodJ^ Therefore the Scm of J\Ian is the Son of the 
livinjs; God* The Son of God was not united to the 
Son of Man ; but the Son of God became the Son of 
Man by becoming the sou) of a human body. Thus 
tlie second man was the Lord from heaven. 
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F0ST8CEIPT. 

HR. Caleb Alexander, in his remarks on Mr. £01'-^ 
lyn, has taken ground different from jonrs. He says, 
^'Christ is properly a canipk^ Person, He has a 
distinct human personality and a distinet Divine per- 
sonality — and yet so united as to make a complex Fer^ 
son, Christ has a proper Divine intelligence and a 
proper human intelligence,^^ p* 57, He also states, 
that Christ is called the /Sbn of God in reference to 
his humanity — ^^^his lowest capacity and character^'*— 
That he is called the Son of God, because his ^ ha* 
man nature was created by an immediate aef p. 
43,44. 

These positions are contradicted by Dr. Hopkms, 
in a very decided manner. And if I mistake not^ 
they are contradicted by the general tenor of the gos- 
pel. Those who may have adopted the hypothesis 
of Mr. Alexander, will be likely to suppose that my 
labor has been in vain in attempting to prove that the 
Son of God and the Sou of Man mean the same intel- 
ligence. For this they would have admitted without 
proof. 

Though I respect Mr. Alexander, I cannot say that 
I am any better pleased with his theory than I am 
with yours. But as I do not learn that his views have 
been generally adopted, I shall say but little respect- 
ing them. 

In respect to personality^ I must think that he 
takes i^ore correct ground than Dr. Hopkins : for if 
it be true, that in Christ a Divine Person is united to 
a proper man, no reason ean be given why they should 
not be considered as two Persons. But, will it not 
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plainly result from Mr. Alexander'e theory, that H« 
ifho died for our offences was strictly a Aunuin Person^ 
and no more than a man P That Person might indeed 
he the Son of Ood in Ms sense of the terms ; for in 
\m view the Son of God was no more than a man — a 
ran nnited to a Divine Person. But why is this man 
called God's own and only Son, the only begotten of 
the Father ? — ^He was "created hy an immediaie act," 
sflys Mr. Alei:ander. And so was Adam ; and> 90, 
probahly, were the angels. How then is Christ God's 
ovLT Son ? Why is it represented as so great a dis- 
]»hy of God's love, to give such a Son to die for us ? 
IP there be any ^eat display of Divine love on his 
dieojry, mast it not be found in this, that God accept* 
edthe obedience unto death, of one man, as an atone- 
ment for the sins of the whole world ? As much 
might, perhaps, be said, had Moses died for the sim 
•f the world. - 

But if Christ be called the Son of Gbd in respeet 
ts hiB ^lowest capacity and character," why did hs 
lever speak of his having' a higher character than 
(hat of the Son of God P How came the Jews to ae- 
eu^ Christ of blasphemy^ for saying that he was the 
San of God ? Would the Jews ever have thought of 
aeeusing him of blasphemy for saying that he w^s 
^created by an immediate act P*' or for saying, in the 
t&me sense that Adam was, I am the Son of God P 
Christ received worship as the Soir ojf Ood $ was it 
in the gromid that he was '^created by an imvMdioie 
wt?»* 
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LETTER VI. 

The preceding doctrines all implied in Pkilippi4ins ii\ 
0—11. 

REy« SIR9 

NO portion of Scripture baa, perhaps, been mote 
abundantly quoted, nor more fully relied on, by Atb- 
anftsian writers, than Philippian» ii. 6. This text, 
therefore, with six other verses m conneetien, I ahait 
attempt to examine* And I flatter myself that you 
will be eonvinced that the AthanAsian theory eas 
hare no support from this passage ; and that,, in it, is. 
fkirly implied sereral of the propositions whieli I 
have aimed to establish* 

The verses to be considered are the following ^— 

5. ^'Let this mind be in yon, which wa3 also in 
Christ Jesus; 

6. Who being in the form of God, thought it. not 
robbery to be equal with God: 

7. But made himself of no reputation, and took 
apon him the foria of a servant, and was made in the 
likeness of men : 

8. And being found in fashion as a man, he hum- 
bled himself, and became obedient unto death,. evea 
the death of the cross, 

9. AVherefore God alsa hath highly exalted him^ 
and given him a name which is above every name : 

10. That at the name of Jesus every knee skould 
bow, of things in heaven, and things in earthy and 
things under the ^earth ; . 

11. And that every tongue should confess that Jesn^ 
i%rist is JUrd, t» tha glory of Gad thje Father.'' 
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In the preeeding veraes, the apostle had, iu the 
no8t affectionate manner, exhorted Christiaos to hu- 
mility, eondescension, and benet^olenee. To enforee 
his exhortation, he nrged the example of Jesus Christ, 
who was rich, and yet for our sakes became poor $ 
and the glorious reward which God bestowed ^b^ him 
for what he had done and suffered. To exhibit the 
example of Christ in a just and striking light, he dis- 
tinctly ItrougM into view his state of godlike splen- 
dor and majesty before his incarnation ; who being in 
the FORM of God, thought it not robbery to be equal 
with Gt>d. 

The Son^s being in the form oi»6od, most proba- 
Uy r^ers to the glory he had with the Father before 
the world was, the glory that he had in God's creat- 
ing all things by him, aud the gloiy that he had as the 
Angel of God's presence. 

Bat as this verse is so much relied on in support of 
the doctrine that the Son is personally the self-exist* 
ent God, it behoTCS me to be the more particular in 
the examination. It is not, for me, easy to discern 
any thing in the sixth verse, nor in the whole connec;^ 
tion, whiich has 4he least appearance of favoring that 
idea, unless it^ be found in the import of the word 
equal — ^' thou^t it not robbery to be eqiml with God." 
The argument is simply this. No Person but the self- 
existent God can be eqtud with the selif-^xistent God $ 
therefore the Bon is the self^existent God. And the 
vtmost that can possibly be meant, in any case, by the 
word eqtud^ is insisted on as the only possible mean- 
ing of the term ; and that too- in the face of the nat- 
»ral import both of the text itself and the connectien. 
For it is urged that the Son is absolixtdyj essentiaUy, 
sad indqpendentty mhual with God. And this eoB>» 
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fltroetion of the terra seems to be urged with as raaek 
eonfidenee as thou^ the word had never been^ and 
never eould be, ased in a qualified sense. 

But, sir, is it a truth that the word equal always im- 
plies ahsolitte equality in the petnsons or tldngs wh^ch 
are said to be equal ? Does it always imply equaEty 
in every reepeet .^— And do we not often use the term 
in regard to two persons who are supposed to be un- 
equal in several respeets ? When we say of a son, 
that he is equal v . th his fB0lSr, do we ever mean that 
he has existed as long as his father P or ^at he and 
Jliis father are but one being? May not a son be as 
rich as his fatherfand yet have derived all his riehes 
fham his father ? Might not Solomon be equal to 
David in atUhority, tliough he derived all his authori' 
ty from David ? 

It is, sir, no robbery for a king's son to think af 
himself according to the autliority or dignity which 
his fftther has given him.— ^David said, as it is sup- 
posed, respecting Ahithophd his counsellor, ^^ But it 
was thou, a man, mine equal, my guide, and my ae* 
^paintMiee." Do you, sir, suppose, that these w<H^da 
imply that Ahithophel was, in aU reelects, David'« 
equal ? If David had said, ^' a man my compfmian,^^ 
would not this term have expressed about the same 
iAesL as the word e^tU 9 Why then should you be so 
very positive, that the term equal, as used by tha 
apostle, .must mean an absohie equality, even a eo^ 
ttemity fltf God aad his Son ? 

Let us Botke another text whieh evidendy respeets 
Jesus Christ : ^ Awaloe, O sword, agidnst my shep' 
herd, and against Uie man that is my feUow.^* May 
it not be reasonably supposed, that/«^2otc^ in this text 
) the swuo as egtia^ in^the other i 
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But tbe very text in dispute, may perhaps be tmui 
to contain suffieient eyidenee that Qhrigt u not the 
self«xi8tent God; and that Ood and Christ are as 
disttnetly ttt^ Beings as any other father and son. 

"Who being in the form of God"~Is not ChrisI 
eddently spoken of in contradistinetion to Ood ? If 
he be a Person in eontradistinetion to the self-existent 
God, he is certainly not the self-existent God, imlesci 
there be more Gods than one. If the apostle faad^ 
been speaking of the Father, and had said of him, 
"Who being in. the form of God, thought it not rob- 
btry to be equal with God,'' would not sueh a repre- 
ttntation of the Father ba^e been a manifest 'impro«> 
yriety ? But if ihe Son be t|ie s^f-existent God, sueh 
language with respect to the Fath^ would be as pro-* 
per as in rei^eet to the Son. 

By die form of God, we may understand the same 
u the simli^ude or image ofGod— -Ohriirtis ded^od 
to be Hhetmagfi of the invisible God"— ^^^the express 
inuij^iif his Person." But does not every body know 
tbat a Person and the image loi his Person are dis- 
tiaet ob^ets ? and that it is impossible that any Per- 
son should be the ima|^ of Mnaielf ? Seth was the 
image of Adami but he was not Adam, nor was 
Adam and Beth the same being;— It is, however, 
true, that an image often bears the nam£ of the Per- 
son represented. So Chsist, by the pleasure of God, 
often bears the Divine Names of his Father. 

If, by the term God, be intended three Persons, as 
Mr. Jones suggests, then for Christ to be in the /orm 
of God, he must be in the /arm of three Persons. 

*The terms, also, equal tuitk God^ plainly import 
that Christ is a Person distinct from God. Two 
Persons are here compared together, one of tiiem is 
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GoD) the other is the Son of God ; and of the Sob it 
is asserted, in some sense, that he is egtud with GotL 
If I were to say that Solomon thought it no robberj 
to be equal with David, would you suppose that I 
meant to assert that Solomon and David were but one 
and the same Being ?* 

Besides, in the eonneetion of the text, the Sen is 
represented as a Being so distinct from God, that he 
could obey and die^ and after that be exalted by God, 
and have a namegii^en ^iim, which is above every name. 
Now, sir, if there h^ no more Gods than one, aa yoa 
readily admit, and if Christ be personally the self* 
•xistent God, I wish to be informed by what Gob 
Christ was eacaUed ? Or, on what ground it ean be said 
that God exaUed him ? 

* May I not safely conclude, that (his text is so far 
from supporting the Athanasian doetrine, that it fairly 
implies that God is only one FersoHf and that Christ 
is truly God's Son ? 

My next bnsiness will be to show how the passage 
of Scripture, which has been quoted, supports the 
doetrine that the Son of God became Man, by becom- 
ing the soul of a human body. 

* Since wrltiog these remarks, I examined Dr. 0oddri^ge*s 
Family Expositor. The phrase " eq 'al xviih God,'^ he docs not 
admit as a correct translation. Acooi*(!ing to him, the text sliould 
be read, "thought it not robber/ to be as God" The Greek 
phrase is lo-n ef», and the Doctor fays, •« the proper Greek 
phrase for equal -with God, is /^oy r» QutJ^ And these are the 
words used by John, in stating the aecusatibn of the Jews against 
Christ — John t. 18, "making himself equal vfith God." 

But a late learned Trinitarian writer has approved the follow- 
ing translation of the text, •* WTio being in the form of God, did 
act eagerly grasp at the reaerablanee to God." " Thi.%" says tb« 
writer, *♦ conveys the true sense of the original." Eclectic Rc- 
Ticw of the ** Improved Version." 
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The passage teaches us, that Jesus Christ, who was 
in the form of Go i>, made himself of no reputation, 
and tdok on him the form of a servant, and was made 
in the likeness of men, and was found ia fashion as a 
maru 

Be pleased, sir, to observe the eorrespondenee he- 
tweeu this representation and other passages of Serip- 
tare — ^^The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among 
us" — ^'^God sending his own Bon in the likeness of sin- 
ful flesh''-— ^^In all things it belioved him to he made 
like unto his brethren'' — ^^^Forasmueh then as the 
children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also him- 
self took part of the same." Does^ot the natural im- 
port of all these passages, whether severallj or eollec- 
tivel J considered, convey the idea that the Son of God 
became Man by becoming the soul of a, human body f 
Can you perceive the least intimation in any of these 
passages, of any soul but that of the Son of God ? 

Had it heen recorded in the bible, that Satan, o^ the 
angel Gabriel, for a number of years, was made in the 
likeness of men, and ti^as found in fashion as a man, 
vhat idea would such a representation excite in your 
nind P If Satan were tl^e person, should you ilnagine 
that he d\^ elt in a man ? or, that he merely assumed a 
haman body P 

You will be pleased to observe, that the text does 
not say that the Son of God was united to a Man ; but 
was ^* made in tlie likeness of menJ^ It does not say 
tbe Son of God was found in a man^ but was ''found 
in fashion as a ManJ^^ And what can be intended by 
au anembodied spirit's being made in the likeness of 
men^ but his becoming in an embodied state P And what 
is it to be found in fasliionas a man^ but to be found 
like a man with soiil and body united ? If it were comi- 

Digitized by Google 



i2$ On the real DMnUy 

mon among men to have two iBteUigent spirits united 
to one body, tlien migbt the Son oi God be made in the 
likenees ofmen^ by ^Hakiiig to hin^lf atiiie body and 
reasonable sonL" Bot if it has never be^i kne^rn 
among men that two intelligent spirits were united to 
one body, dien for the Son of God to be made in the 
iikmess qfmen,' and to be foand in fashion as a Jian, 
he must beeorae the sonl of a human body* And I 
would propose it for your most serious eonsideration, 
whether the Athanasian theory, of the inctrmaiion of 
the Son of God^ does not eome nearer to the scripturd 
view of possession, than it dots to the seripttiral view 
^t incarnation. 

I do not, sir, mention this eomparison with any 
view to make light of the subjeet, or to ridicule your 
theory $ hut to enforce an examination. And is there 
not mueh more evidence, that, in a ease of possesion, 
Satan took ^' to himself a true body and a reasonable 
soul," tfaaja that Christ did so by incarnation? Be- 
sides,.in a case of^eeseion^ it is easy to conceive 
that the Man might suffer, and even die, and yet Sa* 
tan be not at all affected by the sufferings and death 
of the Man : and just so you suppose that the Man 
Christ Jesus might suffer and die without itny pain to 
the Son of God. 

In respect to what constitutes a Man in the present 
state, what more do we know than this, that an intel- 
' ligent spirit is united to a human body, so as to eon* 
stitttte one Person ? While one affirms that the souls 
of men are properiy produced by ordinary generation, 
the same as the body, another will affirm that the soul 
or spirit is the immediate work of God, and united to 
the body in a state of embryo. And these two, per- 
haps, will unite in confidently affirming, that Christ 
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&uMj with no proprietj, be called a Man, if hig »oqI 
had pre-existed as the Son of God. But if a trut 
My'tiMA reasonable sond muted, will coastitate a man, 
is it Bot ttusafe for us to affirm that the Bon of God 
could not beeome a Man by beeoming the rmtunud smU 
d2L human body? 

If I have not misunderstood hin. Dr. Emmons dif^ 
fers from Dr. Hopkins, and supposes that the souls of 
men are not propagated like their bodies ; but are the 
inmediate work of God, and 1^ him united to bodies. 
To this hypothesis I do not object ; I am ignorant on 
tke subjeet But I do not see how the Doctor, or any 
who agree with him, can reasonably say that, on 
my hypothesis, Mary was not properly the mother of 
a son. For if the Son of God were united to a body 
is the womb of Mary, and bom of her, he was, aeeord- 
iig to Br. Emmons' hypothesis, as truly the son of 
Hary as Seth was the son of Eve. And it is just as 
eoBceiTable that a pre-existent spirit should be united 
t« an infant body, as a spirit formed at the very mo* 
meat of union. 

The portion of Scripture which we have under con- 
sideration, fairly supports another idea upon which I 
have insisted, viz. That the Son qf Qod was the 
nd sufferer on the cross. He who had been in the 
^orjE of God, when found in fashion as a Man^ hum- 
bled himself, and became obedient unto death, even 
the death of the cross. 

On your hypothesis, the Son of God was truly and 
personally the self-existent God. I ask then, Did the 
«elf-existent God become obedient unto deaths even the 
kath of the cross ? If he did, who supported the 
diverse during that event .^ And who raised him 
ftom the dead f 
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Out yon will ^ay^ that it was the Man Jesus, t« 
] whom the Son was ^it ed, who hecame obedient unto 
death. But does the apostle say any sneh thing P 
The obedienee unto death he uttnbates to the same 
Intelligenee who had been in the form of God^ For 
the Son of Ood to suffer ^ and for a Mtn to suffer to 
whom the Son was imited^ are as di^tinet ideas as any 
two which can be named. And what trace of the 
latter idea do you find in the apostle's de^ription ? 

The idea, that it was truly the Son of God who 
obeyed, suffered, and died, and not another intellig^t 
being to whom he was united, is plainly asserted in 
. other passages of scripture — '' Though a Son, yet 
learned he obedience by the things which he suffer- 
ed"—." Who his OWN SELF bare our sms in his ow^n 
body on the tree"—" We are reconciled to God by the 
death of jfis ,8foy"— -" But now once in the end of the 
world hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacri- 
fice offflMSELF,^^ 

A vast multitude of texts of similar import might 
be produced. And can you, sir, pretend that theae 
texts do not support the idea that the Son of God, as 
such, did really suffer? Can you find any langua^ 
which could more fairly or more fully express the idea 
that the Son of Ood was the real sufferer ? And shall 
we still be told that this same Son was personally the 
sdlf-existent God, and incapable of death 4}t suffering ^ 

I cannot, sir, but feel most deeply interested, whem 
I happen to touch on this point : and I hardly know 
when, where, or how to dismiss it. It cannot be ad- 
mitted, that God is chargeable with any imposition ou 
mankind. And yet, what, short of an impositiim, 
would it be for him to pretend that he has so loved the 
world as to give his only begotten Son to suffer an 
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ignominioas death for our redemption, if at the same 
time this Son was so spared, as your theory implies ? 
Sd spared, that all the sufiferings of the eross were en- 
dared hy a Man to whom the Son was united ; and 
the Son himsdtf as free^irom pain and death as though 
there were no sneh thing as suffering and death in the 
iniverse* No possible union between the Son of God 
md a Man eould render it proper to eall the suj^ring's 
and death of the Man the sufferings and death of the 
SoHy if it be true that the Son did not suffer nor die. 
And on this hypothesis, the sufferings of the Man might 
as well be called the sufferings of Gabriel, or the suf- 
ferings of God the Father, as the sufferings of the Son 
of God. Must the sun be darkened, must the rocks 
)e rent; -must the earth quake, and nature be thrown 
into convulsions, While the Son of God suffers and 
dies on the cross ? Must the angels show so deep an 
interest in that scene, and must all the world be called 
on to behold with wonder and astonishment^ the height, 
and depth, the length, and the breadth, «f the lore of 
God, as displayed in that event P Must all the re- 
deemed of the Lord unite in songs of everlasting praise 
to the 8o2f of God, because he hath loved them and 
redeemed them to God by his own blood ? And can 
if,, after all, be made to appear that the Son of God 
suffered not at all, unless it were by proxy or substi- 
tute ? 

May it not, sir, be fairly inferred from your theory, 
that instead of the Son of God's dying for us, that 
the Man Jesus died for the Son of God ? If the Son 
of God had covenanted with the Father to lay down 
his liffe for us, but instead of bearing the suffering 
himself, united himself to another intelligent beiag, 
and eaused the sufferings wholly to fall on that Man, 
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A\A not tlie Man die for him ? And to wbom, sir, are 
^e Indebted for tfie redemption purchased on the 
cross ? To the real sufferer^ or to the one who " suf* 
fered not in the least ?'' To the Man Jesus^ or to the 
Son of God ? 

Most gladly, sir, would I reeall every syllable I 
ever uttered in support of a theory so opposite to the 
natural import of scripture language, so degrading 
to the love of God, and so dishonorary to the Lord of 
glory. 

There is another point stated in the passage, vii. 
that the high official character which the Son of Go4 
sustains as Lord of the universe, is the result of Ghd^s 
pleasure, and not any thing which the Son possessed 
as a self-existent or independent Being. Having 
stated the abasement of the Son, his obedience nnto 
death, the apostle says, 

"Wherefore God hath highly exalted him^ and 
oivEN HIM a name which is above every name 5 that 
at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things 
in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the 
earth 5 and that every tongue should confess that Jesus 
Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father." 

Is it, sir, in the power of language to give a more 
full idea of a constituted character, or of dele- 
gated AUTHORITY, thatt is given in these words of 
the apostle ? Is not the representation perfect and 
unequivocal^ that the same Being who was once in the 
FORM OF God, then in fashion as a wion, who humbled 
himself and became obedient unto death, was, in con- 
sequence of that abasement, exalted by the self- 
existent God, to supreme and universal dominion P 
Did not the apostle mean to be understood as repre- 
senting erXtraordinary and. real changes of condition 
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n Jesus Glirist tiro Bon of God P Did be not mean to 
represent that the first ehange of eondition was a vol* 
ontary aet on the part of Jesus Christ, that he volun- 
tarily descended from the form of God to the form 
of a servant, and voluntarily heeame obedient unto 
feath ? If this ehange of eondition was not real and 
vobmtary on the part of the Son of God, why is he 
eihibited as an example of humility, condescension, 
md benevolence ? Why are we required to let this 
mind be in us which was also in Christ Jesus ? But if 
the 8on of God was reaUy the subject of this change of 
eondition, if he did really and trtdy suffer and die, can^ 
he be the Son of God in your sense of the terms ? In 
otker words, can he be the self-existent God P 

In regard to the second great change of condition — 
Did not the apostle mean to represent, that for the 
suffering of death, the Son of God was rewarded by 
bis Father with transcendent dignity and glory P Did 
le not mean to represent, that the very identical intel* 
ligent Being, who hung iu agony, who prayed, who 
bled and died on the crossj yfdA.exalted by God as Lord 
«r ALL P But if the real sufferer on the cross was thus 
eialted by God, then, according to your own^ views, 
he could not be the self-existent jGod; for you cannot 
idmit that the self-existent Person, may either be the 
•abject of death or of delegated avthority. The self- 
existent God could no more be raised to the throne of 
the universe, than he could suffer death on the cross. 

As Athanasian writers have found it necessary, or 
convenient, oa their theory, to attribute all that is said 
of the obedience, the suffering and death, of the Son 
of God, to the human nature, or the man Jesus, to 
whom they suppose the San of God was united ; so, 
en. the other hand, they have found it convenient, o^ 
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necessary, to attribute ivhat is stated in thcr Scriptares 
respecting the exaltation of the Son of God, to the 
•ame man or humanltature. As tbey liave perceived 
Aat it mustvbe improper to attribute real abasement, 
sujffM,ng and death, to the self-existent God, so it ap* 
pears they have perceived that it is equally improper 
to suppose a self-existent Person should be capable of 
deriving or recdving either /wZnes^ or authority from 
any other Person. And as they have supposed the Per- 
> son who is called the Son of God, to be the self-exist- 
ent God, so they have found it necessary to the supp<yi: 
of that theory to attach to this Person a proper man, 
capable of obedience, suffering, and death, and also of 
receiving communicated fulness and authority^ 

According to Mr. Jones, and other writers, it was 
the man Jesus, in contradistinction to the Son of God, 
who received the Spirit without measure-r-to the man 
was given the name which is above every name— -it 
was the man who was ordained of God to be the Judge 
of the quick and the dead — and the man who wa» 
anointed with the oil of gladness above his fellows. , 

In view of these representations, I would profHMSO 
to your consideration the following inquiries :-— 

1. If the Son of God were self-existent and inde- 
))endent, and the man or kwnan nature but an appen- 
dage to a self-existent Person, what occasion eonM 
there be of any communications from the. Father to 
*that man or human nature ? If, as a Son, that IVr^on. 
were the independent God, as a Person he possessed 
independent fulness and authority ; and no additioa 
•r accession to his fulness or authority could possiblf 
he made by the Father. r 

2. If ^e Son of God, as^such, were possessed of in* 
dteptndent and infinite fulness and authority, and^in 
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addition to this the Father gi^ve the human ntdure of 
the Sox the Spirit without measure, and all power in 
heaven and earthy will it not appear that the same 
Person was possessed^ in a two-fold sease^ of infinite 
fulness aad authority ? 

3. If the Son of God were united to ^ proper man^ 
and that man, in contradistinction to the Son of God, 
was endued by the Father with all the fulness of the 
Godhead, and invested wifh all power in heaven and 
earth, what is thp office or business of your supposed 
second self-existent Person ? It is believed, sir, th»i 
you cannot make it appear that the man Christ Jesua 
received sxiy^support^ fulness or authority^ or even ben* 
efit from any Divine Person hut the Father — As a de- 
rived intelligence^ all he received was from the Father^ 
Bat, 

4. If the man Christ Jesus, may be the recipient of 
the Spirit tcithovt measure^ of all the fulness of Qod ^ 
if he mliy he exalted with God's own right hand, and 
"made a PrikoiS and a Savior, and the Judge of the 
quick and the dead ; I would tisk wb$Lt evidence yoa» 
have of the existence of a second Person in union with 
God, distinct from the soul of that man who was th%^ 
LbftD from heaven ? 

5« K it was, in £ict the Man Jesus who was the suhr 
jietot of all the ahasement, suffering, and death, which 
vms endured for our sakes ; and if it was the MaA 
who has been the subject of all the exaltation which 
h in the Scriptures attributed to the Son of God ; is 
tliei^ not abundant evidence that the Man Christ tji^ ^ 
Jems and' the SiM of Qod are idgaticaJJjr the same in-^^ g^^. 
telligent Being ? And that the Son of God became the t^^'Mc*^ 
Man Chrilit Jesus by beconBng the soul of a himta*^^ 
ho^y ? 
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Yoa may think^ sir, that I ought to iiotiee that all 
Athanasian writers donot agree with Mr. Jones, thai 
it was the human nature of Christ, or the Man merelj, 
who is represented as receiving fulness and authority 
from the Father. I am sensible, indeed, that there is 
another opinion advanced by some writers of great 
respectability ; and it is to me a matter of regret, that 
I have occasion to bring it into view : for, if it be 
possible, it is to me more inconsistent than the opinion 
af Mr. Jones. — ^The opinion referred to is of this im- 
port, That the representations in Scripture, respecting 
the derived fulness And authority of the Sox, result 
from the covenant of redemption, in which a mutual 
agreement was entered into by the Three self-eanst- 
ent and co'etemal Persons, respecting the part which 
each should perform in the work of redemption. 

Dr. Hopkins gives the following view of these cove- 
nant transactions :— - 

"The second Person was engaged to become incar- 
nate, to do and to sufifer all that was necessary for the 
salvation of men. The Father promised, that on his 
^nsenting to take upon him the character and work 
of a Mediator and Redeemer, he should be every way^ 
furnished and assisted to go through with the woi'k ^ 
that he should have power to save an elect number of 
mankind, and form a chur(^h and kingdom most per- 
fect and glorious: In order to accomplish tiiis, aS 
things, all power in heaven and earth, should be given- 
to him, till the woi^ of redemption is completed.'' 

The Doctor observes again, 

^*The blessed Trinity, in the one Ood, may be con- 
sidered as a n^ost exalted, happy, and glorious society 
ar family, uniting in the plan of Divine operations, 
especially in accomplishing the work of redemption*. 



end Glory of Christ. ' ia% 

In this, eaeh one lias fais part to perform,, aeeord- 
ing to a most wise, mntual regulation or agreement, 
i^Ueh may foe called a covenant. In performing tliese 
leveral parts of lliis worl^ one aets as superior ^ and 
another as inferior ; or one acts under anol^ier^ and by 
hh aothority, as appointed or sent by him. This, by 
iiyines, is called the economy of the work of re- 
demption. According to this economy, tlie Son, the 
Redeemer, acts under the Father, and by his will and 
tppointment, and in this respect takes an inferior 
part ; and in this sense he is supposed to speak, when 
he gays, tke Father is greater than J." 

I confess to you, sir. that I cannot bttt be amazed 
afid grieved to find such representations in the writ- 
ings of 80 great and so good a man as Dr. Hopkins. 
I am amazed, b^ause I must suppose that he was so 
blinded by theory as not to pay due attentic^n to the 
iaport of what he wrote. And I am grieved, that a 
mm so eminent should do so much to expose Chris» 
tianity to the ridicule of unbelievers. 

"t;3 glorious society or family P^ — A family of 

H'iat ? Not of wen ; not of angels. What then ? A 

family of self -existent and independent Persons^ each 

of whom, as a distinct Person^ the Doctor supposed 

to be God. And if we pay any regard to the natural 

import of language, what are we to denominate this 

family, short of a family of Gods ? I very well know 

that the Doctor denied the idea of a plurality of Gods ; 

nor would I intimate the contrary 5 and I most sin- 

eerely wish that all his reasonings and representations 

kad been consistent with that denial. But, far from 

this, he has not only undertaken to prove that eaeh of 

tliese self-existent Persons is- God, but in the very pas- 

f ases under consideration he represents these Persou 
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as properly distinct Beings^ as distinet Beings as any 
three angels in heaven. They ean enter into cover 
nant with eaeh othep-— eaeh can have a distinct part 
assigned hioft— one ean he superior^ and aaotlier att 
under Aim, or hy his orc^er-— one can send the othen on 
the most impmiant hnsiness ; and what more than all 
this, I heseeeh yon, wonld hb requisite to eoBstitnte 
them three as distinct 6ej]i^ as Peter, Jam^, and 
John. 

But the most extraordinary of ail these r^resenta* 
tions are the engagements of the Father to the Son-^ 
^The Father promised, that on his consenting to take 
npon him the character and work of a Mediator and 
Redeemer, he should he erery^xmy furnished and os- 
sisted to go through the work ; that he should have 
power to save an elect number of mankind — In order 
to accomplish this, all things^ aU power in heaven aid 
earthy should be given to him, until redemption is 
completed." 

Be pleased, -sir, to keep in mind, that the Doctor 
was writing about two self-existent, independent, and 
all-sufficient Peksdns. Was it possible that he should 
suppose that an iiid^pendent person ever became de* 
pendent ? Did the independent God ever cease for a 
moment to be independent ? If the supposed self-ex- 
istent Son did not become a dependent agent oy iticar- 
izafion, what could be the ground or occasion of the 
Father^ promises that he should he furnished and as- 
sisted^ and have all things^ all power in heaven and 
earthy given to him ? I am not, sir, meaning to deny^ 
or to doubt, the fact respecting the existence of these 
promises of tb^ Father to the Son. The Doctor has 
proved the existence of these promises of assistance 
and support in the connection of the paragraphs quol^ 
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\ 
«d. But my question is, Why were these promises 

wade? They were either needful^ or they were not 
To say they were lOade, and yet no^ needful^ would be 
imputing tcf 6od a kind of trifling which would be 
degrading'to a wise^and good man. But if they were 
fteedfid, it must he on* one or other of these i^vunds^ 
-vh:. either the Son was originally dependent on the 
Father by inearna^on^ or he became dependent by 
imeamaHon. That he.was originally dependent, you 
and the Doctor positively deny. What ground them 
have you left but this, ^at a self-existent an^ inde- 
pendent Person became dependent by incarnation i 
l«ee no possible ground but this which you can take, 
nidess you prefer to reduce the solemn transactions in 
&e covenant of redemption to a mere show. 

But can yon, sir, believe that an independent person 
ever became dependent ? If you, maintain this posi- 
tion, it must be at the expense of another which you 
hare wished to maintain, viz., the absolute immiuta" 
Mity of the Son of God. 

For an independent person to become dependent, is, 
I suspect, as great a change as was ever experienced 
by any creature $ and as great as for a man to be 
changed from entity to non-entitt. But this is 
not all— «if you support ihe hypothesis that the Sow 
became dependent by incarnation^ you must do it at 
the expense of the immntaMUty of God^ If it be as 
you suppose, that the revealed God was three inde- 
pendent Persons, and one of those Persons has become 
a dependent Agent, Deity has been changed, and has ' 
ceased to be three independent Persons in' one God. 

Will you, sir, think of evading these objections, or 
solving the^e difficulties, by saying that the Son did 
not realty become dependent, but only apparently y by 
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beeoming aiiited to a dependent nature ? Thig, my 
jGriend, will iaerease the difficulties^ by representiag 
the part acted by the Son as not real, bat only in 
appearance^ as well as the part aeted by the Fath^. 
On this hypothesis, the Son would put on the appear- 
ance of needmg his Father's support, when in faet he 
did not need i^— he would put on the appearance 
of obeying the Father, when in feet he did not obey $ 
mlot suffering and dying j vfhsxn in faet he did nei* 
ihex diejkOTSvffer. 

Will you «ay that the engagements of the Father 
to the Bon were of this tenor, that he would support 
the human nature to which Ihe Bon should be united ? 
If so, I ask what need had the Bon of this ? Was he 
not personally suffieient for the support of his humaii 
nature P Again, I ask, if the engagements of the 
Father to the Bon were, that he would support theJlfidt 
to whom the Bon should be united, what part had ihB 
Sqn to perlbrm ? Was it not simply this, that he 
should appear to become dependent by beeoming united 
to, the Man, and the Father would /zemis^, assist^ and 
enable the MaH to do the whole business of crying and 
sirring? And. is this, sir, the ground of our obli- 
gations to the Bon of God ? Is this the ground on 
which the redeemed of the Lord sing '^ Worthy is ike 
Lamb that was slain 9 

It is, sir, painful to me thus to eipose the theory I 
onee attempted to maintain, and which has been advo- 
eated by some of the greatest and best of men. But I 
view it to be a duty which I owe to God, and to his Son 
who has given himself for us. And while I si^icerely 
lament that the , representations of Dr. Hopkins, on 
which I have remarked, are to be found in the writ- 
ings of a man so justly esteemed, it affords me abun - 
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dsmt joj tlmt ^he Bible itsdf is not eluurgeable with 
sa«h ineonsistent representatioDs* 

As I oaderstand the Seriptures^ the promises of the 
Father were made to one who was in truth and reality 
the Son of Ood — ^to one who ever was dependent on 
the Father, who ever felt his dependence, and was 
ever willing to acknaudedge it— one who could pray 
with propriety and sincerity while in the flesh ^ and 
in view of his dependence^ in view of the covenant of 
ndempHon, and in view of tlie si^erings he was 
about to endure, he eould lift up his eyes to heaven, 
and say, ^^Fathsr, the hour is come, glorify thy Sox, 
that THT Son may also glorify th£e : as thou hast 
oiycN HIM POWER ovcr all flesh, that he should give 
eternal life to as, many as thou hast given him : And 
tiiis is life eternal, to know thee, the only true 
God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent. £ 
bare glorified thee on the earth ; I have finished the 
work which thou gavest me to do. And now, O 
Father, ^orify thou me with thine awn selfj ttnth the 
glory which I had with thee before the world wasJ^^ 

To a Son who eould, in sincerity, make such a 
prayer, the Father might, with perfect propriety and 
sincerity, make promises of assistance, of support, of 
fower, and exaltation. On this ground, the covenant 
transactions between the Father and the Son may 
appear solemn and affecting realities ; and likewise 
aU the subsequent proceedings on the part of the 
Father, and on the part of the Son, With this 
riew, also, agree all the predictions respecting what 
ibe Son should do and suffer; all the promises of 
Divine assistance and support ; all that is said by 
Christ of himself, of his dependence, his derived ful- 
ness and authority ;. and all that is said by the apostles 
i« ' ,_,_ ■• ^_ 
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respeet^ng the fulness of the Deity dweOing in liini : 
and of the power and authorit j which Christ received 
of God as Savior, Judge, and Lord of all. We have 
no occasion for nny forced or unnatural eonstroction 
of any of these numerous passages of Scripture ; nor 
have we any occasion to frame and tnren^ hypotheses 
which contradict tlie. plain import of Scripture lan- 
guage, and finally involve vs in contradiction and 
absurdity. 

Is it not, sir, a truth, that the personal self -eaist' 
ence of the 8on of Gk>d has been too hastily estab- 
lished as an article of Christian fa^^ ?— established 
as an article of such unquestionable trtfjth and infinik 
importance, that every opposing passage of Scripture 
must be made to bend to it, or break before it ? And 
that too while the general tenor of Scripture language 
and Scripture representations are, according to the 
most natural import of words, directly opposed to the 
idea? Yea, with a view to. glorify Christ with the 
attributes of personal self-existence and independefice, 
have not hypotlieses been formed which imply a sac- 
rifice of the solemn realities of the covenant of re- 
demption, and of the obedience and death of the 
Son of God? And in attempting to support this one 
doctrine, have not the plainest and most simple repre- 
sentations of Scripture, and even the whole gospel 
scheme, been involved in mystery" and obscurity ? 
Surely, sir, before we allow any doctrine such a share 
of importance, we ought, at least, seriously to inquire 
whether it be founded in the word of God. 

A» the doctrine of the personal self-existence of the 
Son of God has long been & popular doctrine, have yve 
not on that ground received it as true, and made it 
our business to support the doctrine before we exam- 
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iked it hy the light of God^s word h And instead of 
making the Scriptures a standard by which to 
measure the doctrine^ have we not been in the habit 
of making the doctrine a stjndasd^y which to 
nmsure the Scriptures ? 

Will joa> sir, still urge that Christ cannot be a ^ 
SiyinePerspn unless he be self-existent ? By what;,^^ ^ 
authority, or by what ajftlofipY^ will yon be able tor/, /^. j 
sipport sneh an objection ? Nothing more was neces- .^ • ,^ 
iiry to constitute Seth a human person^ than being * ^ * 
die soK of a human person. And if God be a Divine 
lersouj his aum Son must be a Div(ne Person. Ae- 
eordiBg to every analogy in nature, to affirm that Jesus 
Christ is God^s own Son implies that he is a Person 
TiujLT Divine. 



LETTER VIL 
JbivjyE Hososs due to the So» ^f Gon, 

rev. sir, 

THAT the Son of God is to be regarded as an ob- 
ject of Divine honors, is so plain from the Scrip- 
tores, that it seems extraordinary that it should ever 
have been denied by any one who has a^! milted the 
Bible as a rule of faith and practice.— In support of 
the idea, we may note several things — 

1. We have express declarations of tlie uill of God. 
^Tbc Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all 
judgment to the Son, that all men should honor the 
Son even as they honor the Father." This is a suf- 
ficient warrant for men to give Divine honors to 
the Son of God. Angels have their warrant also ; for 
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**Wlien he bringeth in Ws ONar begotten inte the 
world, he saith. Let all the angels of^Ood wobshif 
HIM." — And we have another passage whiehamotifitB 
to a ^^-arrant both for men and angeb: "Wherefore 
God hath highly exalted him, and given hkn a nane 
whieh is above every name, that at the name of 
Jesus every knee should boWf of things in heaven, and 
things in earth, and thin^ under the earth." 

2. We have the example of saints on eltiili aiid 
saints in. heaven. In respeet to saints on earthy we 
not only have many individual instanees reeordeid, hot 
the great body of Christians in the apdstolie age were 
characterized as ^Hhose who caU on tht name of th$^ 
Lord JemsJ^^ That both angels and stdiits in ghiry 
pay Divine honors to Uie Son of God, i^ rep)-eseiile4 
by John in the aeeount he gives of his visions r ^And 
I beheld, and I heard the voice of many angels round 
about the throne, and the, beasts and the eMers ; and 
the number of them was ten thousand times tell thou- 
sand, and thousands of thousajuds^ saying with a load 
voice, WoRTHy is the Lamb that was slain, to 
receive power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength, 
and honor, and glory, and blessing : And every erea- 
tare which is in heaven, and on t&e earth, and utider 
«the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all -that are 
in them, heard I, saying, Blessings and honor ^ and 
ffhryy and power , be unto him that sitteth on the 
throne, and unto the Lamb, forever and ever." 

To those who regard the Scriptures as of Divine 
authority, the things which have already ^een noted 
may be considered as sufficient to authorize us to pay 
Divine honors to the Son of God ; even if we should 
be unable to investigate the grounds of the Divine 
directions, and of the examples of saints and angels. 
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It nay, however, be desirable that we shoald obtain a. 
elear riew of the reasons why saeh honors are to be 
^Ten to Jesus Christ — ^We maj therefore observe, 

i. That Divine honors are due to the Son of God, 
•II the principle of derived dignity. He is God^s oum 
Sm, his First-hegotten^ his only begotten Son $ and he 
Iriith, by inheritance^ a more excellent name than the 
ai^ls. On the same principle that an own dJiionly 
son of a rightful king is to be regardc I and honored 
ai a rayal person, DUnne honors are due to the Son 
of^^d. 

^ The Bon of God is worthy of Divine honors^ on 
the ground of his Divine fulness ; for it hath pleased 
the Father that in^ IdnLaU fulness shonld dwell. That 
f ahess wMeh Christ possesses by the pleasure of the 
Fither, is reallj Christ^s fulness ; and it is as exeel- 
lent considered as the fidness of Christy as it is con- 
iid«*ed as the fulness of the- Father. The self-exist- 
ence of God does not imply that he was the cause of 
htt f»wn existence or his own fulness. And God is, in 
truth, no more the cause of his owa fulness than Christ 
is die cause of the Divine fulness which dwells in 
Mb by the pleasure of God. If, therefore,.the ful- 
ness there is in God be a pn^er ground on which to 
give RIM Divine honors^ the fulness Uiere is in Christ 
is a reasoii why we shonld honor the Son as we honor 
the Fa&ei^^tfaat is, so for as Divine fulness is the 
ground of Divine honors. 

d.' The Soli of God is worthy of Divine honors, on 
the ground of his Divine offices. It is a dictate of rea- 
soa and revelation,, that official character should be 
lespeeted and honored.,. And the higher the office any 
person sustains by right, the greater are- the honors 
which are due on the ground of official eharaeter*; 
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The oiBetal ekaraeter of a general demands b^^her 
hoaon iliaa that of a eorporal*-4kd oifi^d ekaraeter 
of the president of the United States demands higher 
honors than that, of an ordinary eivil magistrate. 
And on the same prmciple, BSvine honors are dine to 
the Sow ef God : for his nfflc^ are traly Divine. 
The offiees of Sayiob, Judge^ and Lord of ALX^are 
as traly Divine offiees as any offiees sustained by God 
the Father^ And if there be any reason to giT& Di- 
vine honors to God in view of his Diviiie offices, there 
is the' same reason to give Divine honors to tlie Sob of 
Sod : for the Son has not obtained these offiees by 
vioienee or usurpation, hut by the ]^easure of God, 
who had an unquestionable right to bestow them. 
And if he truly possess those* offiees by the gift of 
the Father, so far as offiHal character may be a 
ground of Divine honors, Chrisi is as worthy of 
Divine honors as though he had possessed the same 
dffiees by self-^existenee^ Therefore, on the ground of 
official character^ we may honor tke San as we hmim 
the Pother, 

4. The Son of (3od » worthy of Divine honors^ 
<^i the ground of Divine works. Creation is a Di- 
vine work ; and by him were all thi]>gs ef*eated. . Up- 
holdiag and governing the world is a Divine work ; 
^ad he npholdeth all things by the word of his -pow- 
er;* and he is Lord of alL Salvation is a Divine 

• HeV. i. 3. In his Pamily Bxpositor, Dr. Doddridge expresses 
tlie opinion, fiat the |»hHi8e **kii potoer^' intends' the j6tf;a«f^ »fthe 
Fcther i and the constni'et^on of the sentence is in favor of his 
•pinion. But this is no ohjeation to the idea, that the powett hy 
>'hieh the ivorld is upheM, is also truly CkiH8t*» power. Jtis th« 
poper ©/ God, originally and hidependently, and the povMT of 
Chrht Vf ^e ple«SQr<e<if the Father; 
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work ^ and God hath exalted hiiii to be a Prince, and 
a SAvxoR---The price of redemption he has person-^ 
ally paid ; and he is made head over all things to the 
.ehiireh* Judging the world is a Divine work $ and 
the father hath committed all jud^entnnto the Son. 
It is indeed a truths that God does all these things 
by his Son ; font the Son is the real agent or doer of 
these things^ as truly as Paul was the author of the 
epistles to Timothy* 

It is a principle of reason and common sense, as 
well as of reyelation, that great and excellent works 
ar« a proper ^onnd of honor. When the elders of 
the Jews came to Christ to request favor in behalf of 
the centurion, whose servant was sick, in eomm^da- 
tion of the centurion the elders said, That, ^^he is 
worthy for whom he should do this $ for he loveth our 
nation, and hath built us a synagogtie.'' WhaJt 
honors have been paid to Washington^ on the ground 
not only of the important offices he sustained, but on 
the ground of the important works, he performed 2 
Now, if more honor has been due to Washington on 
the .ground of his works, than has been due to the 
meanest soldier in his army, or the meanest peasant 
in community, DiHne honors are due to Chrbt on the 
ground of his Divine works. A g]^eater than Wash* 
ington is here ; one who has done greater things ; one 
iqrho hath loved our race, and built us a world, and 
filled it with the fruits of his kindness ; yea, one who 
hath so loved us ai^ to give himself , his own life, for 
our redemption. But God raised him from the deady 
and ^^xalted' him with his own right hand/' God 
viewed him worthy of Divine honors^ on the ground of 
what he had done, '^wherefore God hath highly exalt* 
ed him^ and given him a name above every name, that 
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at the name of Jesns every hnee should hnr." If it wa# 
not improper for God to place tbe Sob on faig own rigM 
handy it is not improper for us to pay Divine ktmors t« 
Ids name. 

From the evidence we have in the saered wrings, 
that Divine honors are to he paid to the Son of God, 
k has been inferred, that the 8(m is personally the 
self -existent God, And so confident have some been 
that this inference is infallibly correct, that they have 
ventured, on the supposition it be not so, to implicate 
the Christian world in a charge of gross idolatry, and 
the God of truth in a charge of self-contradiction and 
inconsistency. Is not this, sir, for fallible creatures, 
carrying things to a -great length ? And does it not 
imply such a degree of confidence in the correctness of 
their own imderstandings, as none should possess until 
they arrive to that state where they shall see as they 
shall be seen, and know as they shall be known ? 

But what, sir, is the ground on which this extraor- 
dinary confidence rests ? Is it not Sk principle^ taken 
for granted^ which has no real foundation in reason, 
analogy, or the word of God P Yea, a principle which 
is contradicted by analogy, and by as plain rq^resen- 
tations as are contained in the oracles of truth ? The 
principle taken for granted is this,. That it is impc^- 
$ihU with Ood to constitute a character which shall 
be worthy of Divine honors j therefore^ if Jesus 
Christ be not personally the self-existent God, he can- 
not be an object of Divine honors.. 

But,, sir, be pleased to admit, for one moment, the- 
fossihility that Christ is just such a Person and char- 
acter as I hav« supposed him to be— truly the Son of 
the LIVING God, God's own and only Son—- a Son in. 
nitom it hath pkebsed the Father that all fufaievs- 
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sbotfld dwell — one truly united to Deity, and by God 
invested witfr the Divine offices of Savior, Lard, and 
Jiidge: What but IKvine honors are due to his name ? 

What says analogy ? — ^By David's pleasure,- we 
behold Solomon placed on tlie throne of Israel 5 and 
we see the friends of David and of Solomon giving 
him the honors \viiich were due to the son of David 
and king of IsrheL We also see the Son of God, 
*fef the skffhing of death, crowned with glory and 
honor," seated oti the right hand of the Majesty on 
high, exalted hy^ God, as Lord of all ; and shall we 
proDoance it idolatry to pay him Divine honors as the 
8oif OF God, and the constituted Loud of the uni- 
yeree ? Or shafl we arraign the conduct of God, and 
pronounce it absurd for him thus to exalt his own 
Son? 

But what saith the Scriptures ? When they repre- 
sent Christ as an object of Divine honors, do they not 
vniforraly represent him as a Person as distinct from 
(^OD as he is from the Father ? Is there one instance 
in which he is represented as the self-existent God, 
and tftk that ground worshipped ? — ^Tn regard to those 
declarations of the Divine will respecting the honor- 
ng of Chtist, or the wershipping of Christ, is he not 
in tli^ plainest manner distinguished from the self- 
existent God ? AH judgment was committed unto 
HIM by the FaI'her, that all men should honor the 
Son as they honor the Father. Was he not a Be- 
ing distinct from the one who committed all judgment 
unto him ? In the connection, he calls that Being his 
Father $ and Peter says, that Christ commanded his 
disciples to preach and to testify that it is He who is 
ordained of God to be the Judge of the quick and the 
dead. Therefore, when he is honored as the Jud^e, 
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he 18 lionored as one ordained of God. He is thea, ui 
tliis ease, plainly distinguished from God. It wa# 
God also who brought him into the world, as tl^e 
y ONLY BEGOTTEN, and said, ^^Let all the angels of 
God u^or^ip HIM." It washed also who ''exalted 
kirn ;" and God gave him the name whieh is above 
every name, that at the name of Jesus ev^ knee 
^lould bow. In all these eases, the Son is as elearljr 
distinguished from f>od, as Bolonon is^ in any plaeet 
distinguished from David. 

As there is no declaration importing that Christ 
should be worshipped or honored as bejpg personally 
the self-existent God, we may perhaps find, that, in 
the eammples of worshipping Christ, be was honored 
or worshipped as a Being distinct from God. When 
he had stilled the tempest, they that were in the ship 
eame and worshipped him, saying, ^^Of a ttnth thou 
art the Bon of God." And m several instanees he 
was worshipped under thiii title. By the woouud of 
Canaan he was worshipped as the Lord^ the Bon of 
David. Can any person of candor and diseemment 
suppose, that in either of these eases he was consid- 
ered as personally the self-existent God ? The terms 
they used certainly import no such thing. To be the 
. cu^ Son of God, and to be the self-ex;stent Goo, are ideas 
V^ 1 as distinct as David and the Son of David. The an- 
gels were not required to worship him as the self-ex- 
istent God; but the self-existent God required them to 
worship Christ as the only begotten Son of God* 
When John, in the Revelations, gives us such a strik- 
ing representation of the worship or Divine honors 
paid by all the angels and saints to Christ as the 
Lamb of God, the Lamb, in the representations, is 
clearly di^tiugwished from God as another intelligent 
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Behig— as one who had been slain — as one who had 
redeemed tts to God Vy his blood. No one, it is hop- 
ed, will pretend, that Godytke self-existent^ was ever 
slain f yet when Divine honors were paid the Lamb, 
the angels and the redeemed of the Lord said^^^AVor- 
thy is the Lamb that was slain, to receive power^ and 
riehes, and wisdom, and strength, and honor, and 
glory, and blessing.'^ 

There is not, perhaps, a more striking representa^ 
tion of Divine honors paid to the Son of God, in any 
^art of tlte Bible, than those which are given by John 
hi the Revelations } yet ail those honors were paid to 
one who could say, "I am He that livethj and was^f^^"'**^ 
tfeduf, and, behold,.! live forevermore 5" and to onejJ^^ 
whom the worshippers considered as having been 
dain. Then, as true as it is tbat God was never 
personaUy dead, so true it is tltat Jesus Christ may 
receive divine honors as an intelligent Being, person- 
ally distinct from God. 

It may not be amiss here to notice an extraordinary 
idea suggested by Mr . Jones, in regard to the Lamb. 
Speaking upon these words, ^^Thou wast slain, and . 
hast redeemed us ^ God by tby blood," and feeling 
the impropriety of supposing that God suffered and 
died, he informs us that by the Lamb is intended ^^the 
Messiah^s humanity,^^ [p. 82,'] That the title Lamb 
includes the Messiah's humanity, is not denied ; but 
that tbe term Lamb means the Messiah's humanity in 
contradistinction to his own proper nature as the Son 
OF God, may not be admitted. If the name Lamh 
mean the ^'Messiah's humanity'^ in the sense sug- 
gested by Mr. Jones, we may properly substitute the 
terms ^^MessiaKs humanity^^ whenever the word Lamh 
is used a« denoting Christ. ^ t 
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Lei us then make use of the suhstitute in the cou^ 
neciion from which Mr. Jones selected the text. 

^^And I beheld, and lo, in the midst of the throne-^ 
stood the ^'Messiah's humanity ^'^^ as it had been slmn^ 
having seven horns and seven eyes, which are tha 
seven spirits of God : And he came and took the 
book — ^And when he had taken the book, the four 
beasts and the four and twenty elders fell down be- 
fore the '^Messiah^s humanity^^ — and they sung a new 
song, saying, Thou art worthy to take the book, and 
to open the seals thereof 5 for thou wast slain, &c.— » 
Worthy is the ^'Messifih^s humanity^^ that was slain, 
to receive power, &c. — ^Blessing,, and honor, and powd- 
er, unto him that sitteth on the throne^ and to the 
^'Messiah^s humanity^^ forever and ever." Rev. eh. v. 

To such absurdity, sir, are great and good men some- 
times reduced, in attempting to support a theory in 
opposition to the plain import of scripture language. 
Had Mr. Jones duly regarded the natural meaning of 
the terms the Son ofGod^ and believed that he was made 
in the likeness of men by becoming the soul of j^ human 
body, that he reaUy suffered and died on the cross as 
the antitype of the paschal Lamb^^ he might then have 
considered the Lamb, seen by John, as the Messiah 
himself^ and not the ''Messiah^s humanity ^ But if an 
Athanasian writer may So construe tlie names of the 
Son of God, as implicitly to represent all the heaven- 
ly hosts as worshipping the " Messiahh humanityj^^ 
may I not escape censure in regard to the hypothesis 
that God hath exalted his oivn Souy and constituted 
him an object of Divine honors ? 

What ! you may say, are we to hav6 two Gods ? 
No, sir; my object is to prove that we have but out 
self-existent God, by proving that, in the view of God^ 
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«f angels^ ant of saints in gioiy, the Soh of God is aA 
9}^ei ot Diinne worship ^ not indeed, on the ground 
ttf se]f-exi8teBee,1>iit <hi the ground of his dignity ai 
Goi's awn and only Son^ and the constituted Lord 
and Savior of the world. 

fiat, sir, let it be distinetlj understood, and never 
forgotten, that while we thus honor the Son of God, 
we hoimr the Father also. Christ tiMight his disei- 
ples this doetrhie, He that reeeiveth me, reeeiveth him 
tkt sent me ; and he that despiseih me, despiseth him 
tkit sent me. And when he taught the Jews that the 
father hath committed all judgment unto the Son, 
(hat all men may honor the Son eren as they honor the 
Fatker," he subjoined, ^He that kanoreth not the Son, 
honoreth not the Father that s&nt him." And when 
IPaul stated to the Philippians how God had exaltei 
Us Son, and given him a name above every name, 
tfiat every knee should bow to the name of Jesus, he 
Ut them know that the Divine honors to be paid to 
CKrist were ^to the glory of God the Father J^ 

On whiehsoever of the grounds that have been stat- 
ed, we pay Divine honors to the Son of God, the same 
are, at lihe same time, paid to the Father. 

If we honor the Son on die ground of the Father's 
requirement, we thus honor the Father. 

If we honor the Son on the principle of derived di^ 
Tdty as the Son of Gon, the cbaraeter of the Father 
u the primary ground of the honors paid to the Son* 

If we pay Divine honors to Christ on this ground, 
tkat <4n him dwelleth all the fulness of the God- 
lead,'' we honor the fulness of the Father, as truly as 
when the person of the Father is immediately honored. 

If we honor the Son on the ground of his official 
ikarocter and the JHvimauthori^ he possesses by tb^ 
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pleasure of the Father, as the constituted Savior^ 
Lord, and Judge of the world, it is not only the au- 
thority of the Son, hut the Fatheiv's authority in 
HIM, which we honor and adore. 

If we honor him on the ground of his Divine works 
as Creator and Lord, the Father in him does the 
work. 

If we honor the Son on the ground of his abasement^ 
sufferings and deaih^ for our sakes, we are at the same 
time to remember, that ^'God so loved the word, that 
-HE GAVE his ONLY BEGOTTEN S'on"— aud that it is 
"unto Goi>" that the Son hath redeemed us by his 
£lood. 

Therefore, in every point of view, and on eveiy 
ground^ the Divine honors which are paid to the Son 
are Ho the glory of God the Father.^^ 

Is it not, sir, surprizing, that Cliristian writers 
should have been so unguarded as to assert, tha); ^ 
' Jesus Christ be not personally and truly the self-ex- 
istent God, then the Christian church in all ages Lave 
been guilty of "gross idolatry ;" and that tlie religion 
of Christ "is so far from destroying idolatry, that it 
is only a more refined and dangerous species t>f it ?" 
If such writers have incautiously implicated them- 
selves in a charge of idolatry, it is hoped they will 
not blame me for that. To accuse them of idolatry, 
or to view them as guilty of it, is far from me. For 
though the correctness of their views, in respect to 
the ground on which Divine honors are due to the 
Son of God, is doubted, yet in my view they have n#t 
given him more honor than is due to his name. They 
may have, indeed, in support of their theory, said 
things respecting the personal self-existence and in* 
dependence of tlie Son of God, which are more tha^ 
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are true ; ^ut it is doubted whether any Christian on 
earth, in his devotional Views and feelings, ever as- 
cribed so much rtal excellency and glory to Christ, 
as are properly due to his name. 

If you, sir, entertain the idea, that my views of the 
rtal excellency^ glory^ and love of Christ, have been 
lowered down by adopting the present theory, be as- 
sured that the very reverse ef your apprehensions is 
tie truth. While supporting your theory, and speak- 
ing conformably to it, my language imported ideas re- 
specting Christ which now appear incorrect. But it 
is one thing to adopt /orms of speech of hijs;h import^ 
and another te have distinct and impi^ssive ideas of 
red majesty^ dignity, and glory. And while formerly 
using language which imported the self-existence and 
independence of cWist, my ideas respecting his great- 
ness and glory, as a distinct Person from the Father, 
were very confused and indistinct For it was im- 
possible for me to form a definite idea of what could 
be meant by Person, on the theory of three Persons in 
otie God or one Being. The Son of God, as united 
to the man or human nature of Christ, was to me a 
certain something, about which the terms selfrexist- 
cace and independence were used by me as by others, 
but of which no definite idea was conceived, anymore 
than of that in bodies which is called the principle or 
power of attraction 5 excepting when, by the aid of 
analogy, the Son of God was viewed as a distinct in- 
telligent Being. But as this was contrary to the 
theory, when that occurred my mind was necessarily 
confused. But on the present theory, the natural im- 
port of Scripture language, in view of analogies, af- 
fords me ideas of the majesty, the glory, the dignity, 
and the love of Christ, far more distinct, exalted, aii^ 
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tmfreidvey than anj whicli ever e&tered my mmf^ 
. AthnaiwiiP' gpouai. 

Here ttnty be proper to notiee more partieiiiarly 
the telf-eontradietion and ineonf isteii^, ia wlneii it 
fcaa heea mpposed GKmI ouist be iBVolred if hit Sob be 
IM»t oelf-^itteBt— The parte of the supposed eaitibu- 
ilietioa are of iht following tenor, viz. 

Oft the 4itne hand, God has positiirely prehilnted the 
wMvhip of fdob, or any ^od bnt himself. He has 
•aid, ^4 am God, and there is none else, Thoo sludt 
kaye no other gods before me.*' ^laan die Lord, thti 
is my name, and my glory I wiU not give to anotto^ . 
Beither my praise to grav^i images.^' ■»■ " " "^ 

On the other hand, God said respeeting his Son, 
<^Let all the angels of God worship him''— And he 
has given him a name above every name, that at the 
name of Jesns every fcoee should how. 

In view of sveh passages, It has been inferred that 
Christ is personally the same God who has made these 
deelaradoBs, or there must be a eontradietion. ^o 
show that neither of these inferences is correct, is the 
design of the following observafaons. 

±. If Jesns Christ be tndy the Son of the self^x^ 
isteai God, he is neiUier a graven imager an idol, nor 
% false g9d.f^ Henee, 

^. A prohibition respeeting the tvarskip of grtteen 
images, or Hols, or false gods, amounts to no prohibi- 
tion of paying Divine honors to the Son of God, as 
the Sen of God, or the constiMed Lord of the nm- 
verse. Therefore, 

a. Consistently with all that God has said in the. 
Bible against the worship of graven images, of idols, 
or of false gods, he might exalt his Son, and require 
men aJDtd angels to^pay IHvine honors to his name. 
/ . ^ ,.^ 
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It may still be thought, that if the Son be not the. 
9^-exkteat (xod, but has been exalted by God as an 
^eet of Diyine honors, then Grod has given his glorff 
io anoiiher, contrary io hiji own word. It may there* 
feie foe olMenred, 

$f. For God to gi^e his ^ory to another, in the sense 
of Uie t^t aUnded to, most imply doing something 
respecting another or authorizing something to be 
dflne respeeting another, whieh is dishonorary to him^^ 
self. To glorify another, or to eause another to be 
g^oj^ified, in a manner whieh contributes to his own 
^Tffj is perfectly consistent with his dtclaf ation ^t 
be will not give his ghry to another. To make out, 
then, that there is so much as tibe shadow of a contra* 
dietion in the case, it must be made to appear, that 
tapay Divine honors to the Son <d God, it»the Bon 
OF God, and the one in whom the Father is ever well 
pleased,^ iar dishonorary to the Father. But to prove* 
thii^ will be a task wMoh probably very few will ven*' 
tore to undertake* 

By those who have urged this su^osed ccmtradie*^ 
tio% has it not been taken for granted, that the Soil 
of €rod may be a distinct Person tram 6od Hie Fath* 
er^ «id yet the se^f-same Being^ Ani should this,, 
sir, be taken for granted ? But if it be, still the texts 
which diey rely upon for the support of the supposed 
eontradietion, do as fully import a prohibition of Di>» 
vine honors to any other Person but the one who 
made Ae declarations, as; to any other Being. Im 
those texts God does not represent himsdf as three 
Persons^ but as on^ individual Person^^I tm &ody 
ttid there ia none eke—Them shalt have no other 
|ods before me— lam the Lord, and my glory I wilt 
Mt give to another."— Theri^ore^ if these easftagepi 
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araonnt to a proliibition of paying Divine lioBarsr t<^ 
the Son of God, a» beiii^ tndy the Son of God, they 
ec[uaUy prohibit paying Divine honors to the Son 
considered as a distinct Person from the Father, 
whether self^ea^istent or not. The selfHsame Person 
is represented as saying at one time, I am the liord, 
and my glory I will not give to anoth^ — ^At aiu>ther 
time he says respecting the Persor^ who is called hi» 
only begotten Son^ ^^Let ^l the angels of God worship 
him." And, if these passages would involve a eon- 
tradiction on the hypothesis that the Son. is a Person 
truly DERIVED from the Father^ they .involve pre- 
cisely Uke same eontradiction on the hypothesis that 
the^on is a self-eximtent Person Dismfcf froi^.^tbe 
Faiher. 

Having thus endeavored to show^ from thei S^rip* 
tares, that Divine honors are due to the Son of God, 
and the grounds on which they are due, and also to 
ofiviate what has beed viewed by some as insormoiint- 
able objeetions to the theory, you will suffer me now 
tor appeal to your own eonseienee, and ask, whether 
my views of the honprs due ta the Son of G^ do not 
harmonize with your own pmctical vieivs sMfeeUngSj 
and with, your usiml forms of speecfh mfyFayer.ajiA 
f raise? Refleetions on my awn former views and 
feelings^ and observationifi in regard to the prayefs of 
my Athanasian brethren, encourage^ ine to do this. 

In respect to my own experienee, adopting the 
present theory has giv^ no occasion to vary my 
Ibrms of speech from what was natural and usual 
with me before, in regard to the Son of God. And 
it is observed, that the pcaycrs of my Athaaasisn 
brethren, so far as. the Son is mentioned9 agree witla 
^7 ^i^^sent Tiews ;. e:s:cepting when they^ agpes^ ia* 
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Wish to intro3uee some particular expressions to com- 
municate or support tbeir Jiarticular theory. It may 
Hot then be amiss to class myself with you and them, 
an J observe how we pray. 

We occasionally address petitions to Christ as the 
Son of God, the Lord of all, the Eedeemer of our 
souls, or the Head of the chureh. We sometimes 
distinctly thank him for his kindness and nlercy iii' 
laying down his life for our redemption ; and for the 
benefits we receive through his mediation and atone^ 
ment. But in this particular, perhaps we are gen- 
erally deficient $ and much less frequently bring the 
Bon into view in our prayers than would he proper. 
In our ascriptions of praise, at the close of our 
prayers, we frequently and properly mention the 
Father and the Son as two distinct Persons, or intel- 
figent Beings. 

But in general^ we address our prayers to Got> ai^ 
one distinct Person and Being. We bless the name 
of this ONE Go0 for his kindness and love in giving 
Ms own Son to die fur our oflfences. And the forms 
of speech which we use clearly convey the idea that 
God is one distinct intelligent Being, and his 809 
another $ as distinct as any other Father and Bon. 
We beseech God to bestow favors through the media- 
tion and atonement of his Son, We plead with God 
on the ground of what his Son has done and sufiered 
for us. We adore God for having exalted his Son a» 
JLoRD of all, and making him Head over all tliin|» 
te the chureh. And, in eonformitf to the language 
of Seriptare, we make use of thousands of expressions 
which denote as clear *a distinction between God and 
BIS ^ON, as are ever made between Al ^tham a^d 
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And, however, ineendlstrnt such a diatinctiDB muxj 
be With the Athanasian theerj, it is a distinetiQii to 
which we are iiaturally led by our intimaey with the 
language of the Bible. And these forms of speech are, 
it is thought, a correct expression of the haMtiud and 
practical views even of Atibanasians themselves, ia 
their devotional exercises. Believing this to be the 
ease, and that it i» eonsistent with the .manner in 
whioh Divine honors are paid t^ the Son of God by 
saints and angels in heaven, who can believe that the 
Christian church have been guiltj of "Wotorjf" in the 
homage they have paid to the ^'L amb of God P'^ 

In considering him as the self-existent God, it is 
thought my brethren have bc«^ under a mistake ; bnt 
not in considering him as an object of Divine honon$ 
nor is it apprehended that in their habitual and devo- 
tional feelings they have ascribed nwre honor than io 
due to his name. And so far as they have fallen 
short ot believing^ feeling, fmd acknowledging the aw- 
ful realities of the personal abasement, suffering and 
death, of the Son of God, so far they have, in my 
•pinion, in one particular, fall^ short of giving hmi 
due praise. 

The ten times ten thousand, and the thousands of 
thousands, who were observed by John as paying hon- 
cars to the Bon of God, did not say, Worthy is the 
liamb who united himself to a man that was slain / 
nor did they say, Worthy is the ^MessiahUhumanity^^ 
ikfii was slain : but, "Worthy is the Lamb, that um 
uain, to receive,^' &e* 

In a preceding verse, the redeemed do not say^ 
Thou art worthy to take the book, and to loose the 
aevenseal»Uiereof; toitike mm to wham thou toast 
mted waa sl«ia ; but^ «Thott art worthy«*fbr rmm 
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WAsr SLAJK^ and hast redeemed us to God by thy 
W9od.'» 

Must it not, sir, appear «n your hypothesis, either 
that Divine honors were paid to the '^Mesmah^s hu^ 
mamty^^^ or that the fself-^xistent Ood wtis personaUy 
dain ? As you will A^o.^ both these positions, let me 
ask, how ean you consistently join the sob^ of the re- 
deemed, till you renounce your theory ? Can y»u ever, 
£onsi$tenti2/f say, Worthy ia the Lamb that yvm 

TOSTSCRIPT TO LETTER TTt. 

SO fiir as I have had opportunity to he acquainted 
with the views of others, it has been, in general, pro- 
fessedly conceded by Athanasians, by Arians, and l^ 
Boeinians, that there ^an foe but one object of Divine 
honors 5 and that if Christ be not personally the self- 
existent God, to worship, or to pniy to him, must be 
iMidry. 

But, ftir, are not God, and the 8oir at his right 
hendj two distinct objects P Are not God, and the 
Lamb, tWo distinct objects ? When God said respect- 
ing his Son, ^Letall the angels of God worship hiu,^^ 
18 the meaning the same as though he had said, Let 
all the angels of God worship me ? Suppose an earth- 
ly king should exalt his own son, and give him the 
right hand as a co-partner with him on the throne, 
and require all his subjects to How the knee^^ and 
pay royal honors to the son 5 would not the father and 
the son be still two distinct objects ? And have we not . 
reason to believe, that it is in allusion to such events 
that we have it represented in the Scriptare, that 
ttod haih exalted his Son with his own right hand 'i 
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If God hasy in very deed, given all things into the 
hands of the Son, and exalted hitn to he Lord of ally 
ean it be idolatry to worship him according to the 
rank assigned him by God ? Gan it be improper or 
criminal to pray^to him wUo is thus ahle to help us, 
and to praise and thank him for what he i$^ and for 
what he has done for our sakes P 

' When you say that it must he idolatry t6 worship 
or pray to Christ, unless he be the self-existent God^ 
do you not implicitly accvse God of estahlisfiing idoU 
atryP For the Divine honors to he paid to the Son 
are instituted by God* Besides, do you not arbitrairi- 
Jy attach ideas to the terms worship mi prayer ^ which 
do not neccesiMirily or naturally belong to them'? viz. 
Thai worship a.nd prayer imply, that the object wor- 
shipped and addressed is acknowledged to be person- 
ally the self-existent God, by him who worships or 
prays. 

But by what authority do you attach such ideas to 
the words worship and prayer ? May not a child bow 
the knee to his father, and ask forgiveness for an, ©f- 
fence, or pray for favors which the father can bestow P 
May not a subject do the same before a worthy king P 
The word worship is used to express the reverence or 
respect paid by an inferior to a superior $ and in pro- 
portion to the degree of disparity, is the degree of 
hojnage and respect which is due. 

Shall it, sir, be deemed consistent for a poor male- 
factor to how the knee to one whom the people have 
exalted as president of the United States, and sup- 
plicate favor ? And shall it be deemed a crime to 
make supplication to Him whom God hath eopaltei 
with his own right hand, to be a Prince and a Savior^ 
to gire repentance and reniissiou of sin& P It is not 



and Glory of Christ. 155 

iidleed proper to pray to the president as to the self- 
existent God 5 but it is proper to address petitions to 
Idm, and to i^z,y homage to him according to his rank 
•r dignity. Nor is it in my view proper, in address- 
feg prayers to Christ, to consider him as the self- 
existent God. Yet it is proper to pray to him^ and to 
worship him as Lord of all 5 as a Being whom God 
hath seen fit to '^EXALf with his otvn right hand /'> 
tnd as one in whom God, by all his fulness, dwells. 

And how, sir, can we be in subjection to God, un- 
less we cheerfully How the knee^^ to the Son, and ac- 
knowledge him to be ''Lord, to the glory of God the 
FaS^r .^* The trors^ip paid to the Son is called ZW. 
tn»€ ; not because it is divinely required 5 but because 
in my view the Son is a Divine Person ; a Person of 
Divine Origin and Dignity, of Divine Fulness and 
•Authority. 

If you, sir, are surprized to find me thut approving 
the idea of paying Divine honors to two distinct ob- 
jects, will you not be still more surprized, should it be 
demonstrated, that, on your theory, Divine honors must 
be paid to three distinct objects f 

Your theory supposes f^ree self-existent Persons or 
Agents ,• and each of these three distinct Agents you 
consider as an object of Divine worship. As you dis- 
avow the idea of three Gods, it would be ungenerous 
to accuse you of worshipping three distinct Gods, 
But, that you profess to worship three distinct objects^ 
as God, how can you in truth deny ? Is not every 
distinct persqn or agent a distinct object of contem- 
plation ?, And are not three distinct persons as clearly 
three distinct objects as three trees? Is it possible 
for you, or any other man, to form an idea of three 
distinct persms which does not include tAree dfis#iwcf 
objects ? ^ _^^ ^^ _^ -' 
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It has, sir, been nrged^ on your side of ih« qnestion, 
that we can easily conceive of the Father as ont 
distinct Tersan^ of the Sf^n as another distinct Person^ 
and of the Hoir Bnosf as a third, distwet Persons 
and the difficulty is, to conceive how thesre thre^ dis- 
tinct Persons^tLTik be but one Beings or one €hd. This- 
part of the hypothesis is acknowledged to be mysieri^ 
ous cmd totally^ ineoneeivable. Your worship, there- 
Are, must be paid to the three Persons as to three dis^ 
tvnct objects / for if you worship the three persons 
' at all, you must worship them a4^eording to your 
coneeptions, and not according to what you do not 
eonceive. If you have no conception of the thres, 
otherwise than as three distinct ^rsons^ you can have 
no conception of them otherwise than as three distinct 
objects^ 

From my own experience as an Athanasian, sufiei' 
jne to a]^>eal, sir, to your conscience, whether you ever 
did conceive of the^i^o^^er and the Son otherwise than 
as two distinct objects. When you address the Fatho*, 
and ask favors thraugh the mediation of his ^on,do you 
not conceive of the Father and the Son as two distinct 
nb}e«ts ? And do you not eonsider yourself as address- 
ing one of the distiaet objects, and not the other ? When 
you address a prayer dir eetly to the Sok, a^i tibe Hsao 
of the church, do you not conceive him as an ohject 
distinct from the Fathbr ? And when you consider 
the three Persons as one Oody do you not eonsider them 
as being as distinctly thurb osyscts as thrbe mbm-* 
BEiLS of ONE CouNoiL P Morcovcr, do you n^ loveiii^ 
Bon of God as a distimit object from the Father^ and 
the Father as a distinct ohject from the Son i If yon 
spmlc of the f&ree Persofns as three objiects^ if yon con-^ 
<^h» of theoi a» tkret o^ec^and if you &we thesi aa 



c;nd 6lory of Christ. isff 

three distinct objects^ is it net undeniable that you 
wonhip them as three objects ? 

If jou say that worshipping ctne of the three is 
worshipping the whole^ why are you not satisfied with 
the worship of Soeinians ? They profess to worship 
one of the ikree^ as possesung aU possible perfection, 
fiat with this yon are not satisfied. And why not ? 
Because, in your view, the other two persons are ne- 
^eted and treated with dishonor. The other two 
Persons, you say, are worthy of the same honors as tke 
Father. And does it not appear from this, that you 
eonsider three distinct objects as worthy of Divine 
bsnors ? Besides, is it not a common thing for writers 
and preachers to take pains to prove that each of the 
three Persons are worthy of equal honors ? And are 
they not fond of using expressions of this import in 
prayer ? Is it not, then, evident, that they do consider 
the three distinct Persons as three distinct objects ? 
When we have but one object in view, we do not say 
tfud hoTiors are due to that objeet; it is, then, in view 
%fthne di$Unct objects that they say that equal honors 
are due to the Father^ the Son and the Holy Ghost. 
And every time they say this, they implicitly say there 
tilt three distinct objects equally worthy of Divine 

HONORS* 

Now, sir, is it not clearly evinced tliat your theory 
does imply the worship of three distinct objects as 
Goo 9 Yet to fix upon you the charge of worshipping 
three Godsj is not in my heart; doubtless while you 
wirship-the three distinct objects, you do it conscien- 
tiously, believing that in some mysterious, inconceiva- 
bk manner, these three distinct objects are so united 
as to be but me Ood. Such was the case with me, 
tad sneh it is believed is the ease with yon. 
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Suppose a venerable council, composed of A^ B, and 
C, by whose benevolence you have been benefitted— 
You address to them a letter of gratitude-*-Ift the first 
place you address them as one body or council ; t)ien 
you distinctly thank w9, as moderator, for propcising 
the plan ; you thank J3, as an advocate^ who has 
exposed himself to insuKe ^>r your sake; you thank 
C, for some special «g;ency in carrying into effect the 
result of council— You then conclude with an ascrip- 
tion of equjal tlianks to Aj i3, and C, as one eoimcil. 
Let me ask, have you not distinctly addressed three 
distinct objects ? 

Is it not, then, in vain to pretend that yon worship 
but one object^ while you, in your prayers, distinctly 
name three ^ and thank each for some distinct agency? 



LETTER Vm. 

The two theories compared^ in respect to Christy con- 
sidered as a SuFFEHER on the cross, as the S^a fior 
of the worlds and the Lord of the universe^ 

hev. sir, 

PERHAPS it may be useful to enter into a more 
critical examination of your theory, as it respects the 
character of him by whom the atonement was made 
for the sins of the world. 

For the purpose of examination, let it be admitted 
as true, that the Father and the Bon are two self-ex- 
istent and eo-equal Persons, and that the incamdUon 
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of tb^e SoA implieis Us union to snch a proper Man as 

you appose Jesus of jSTazareth to kave been. Let us 

in the next place make tbe supposition, that the Jfian 

Jesm had been united to the Father instead of the Son^ 

in 4s strict a manner as it is possible that God and 

Man should be united. If the Father be equal to the 

Son^ a union of the Man to the Father would imply 

preiisely the same dignity as a union with the Son* 

Then suppose, that in that state of union with th6 

Father, the Man Jesus had suffered on the cross 5' 

would not his sufferings have been of precisely the 

same value as an atonement, as in the ease of his sitf- 

fering in union with the second Person ? Thts^ it is 

presumed^ you will not deny. 

Permit me now to a»k, whether the s^ffMngs and 
death of that .Man, could, with any propriety, be caU- 
ed the sufferings and death of €hD the Father ? More- 
over, as on your theory the value «f the suierings of 
the eross results not from the dignity ot the real mf' 
feretj hut from the dignity of the Person to whom the 
Man was united, we will further suppose, that this 
Man^ in a state of union with the Father, was called 
the Son of God ; would not the atonement for the sins 
of the wt>rld have been precisely the same that it is 
on your hypothesis P. The sufferer would be precise* 
ly the same, and the Person with whom the Man was 
united would be of precisely the same dignity. And, 
on this supposition, would there not be a far greater 
propriety in saying that the Son of God died for us^ 
than there is on yours P If that Man united with the 
Father should be called the Son of God, and did really 
lay down his life for us, it might then be a truth that a 
Son of God did die for us* But on your theory, what 
propriety could there be in such a representation, any 
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farther than the Man is considered as the Son of G^d r 
Bttt as you consider the Son of Ood as having com.- 
plete existence^ and even self-eanstenee^ distinct trwn 
the Jtfan, the incarnation implied a union of two intel- 
ligent Beings, as properly so as Gahriel and Adam. . 
The firsi of these "suffered not in the least,*' but on 
the Man was laid the iniquities of us all. 

What then, sir, is the difference in the charactM* of ' 
lum who realty hore our sins in his own body on the 
tree, considered on your theory, or on the Socinian 
theory P You may indeed suppose the Man to be more 
intimately united to God, than is supposed by Soein- 
ians. But the second self-existent Person, or even a 
pre-existent Son of God, suffered no more according 
to your theory than according to theirs. The suffer- 
ings, on both theories, were all really endured by a 
proper Man^ whose first existence began less than for- 
ty years before his death 5 a man who never had pos- 
sessed even the shadow of pre-existent dignity, riches, 
or glory, and who was in no higher sense the Son of 
God, than Abraham or Moses. You may indeed say, 
that ^ the Man Jesas was united to the Person of the 
Son of God;'* but this veiy assertion implies that the 
Son and the Man were two distinct intelligences ; and 
that the Man was not truly the Son of God, but anoth- 
or intelligent being united to the 3on of God. 

Suffer me now, sir, in an impartial manner, to ex- 
hibit in contrast, the different theories we have, adopt- 
ed as they respect the character of Him who was really 
siain for us, and who bore our sins in his own body on 
♦he tree. 

On your part the case stands thus, The sufferings 
of the cross were wholly endured by a Man^ who 
was somehow mysteriotisly united to a seeond self-: 

u.y.uzedbyGoOg.^ 
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existent Person, M^hom yen call the. Son of God. Yet 
this Person you eall the Son of Gody endured no share 
in the sufferings of the eross ; the Man only suffered 
and died. This real sufferer had never enjoyed one 
moment of pre-existent dignity or glory. He knew 
nothing what it was to be in the Father's bosom $ 
and as lie never had be^n rieh, he knew nothing what 
it was to become poor^ in any other sense than is 
known by other poor children who are bom into the 
world. His ^^being bom, and that ini a low eondition,'' 
was a matter to which he had never consented. He 
Kved, indeed, a life perfectly exemplary^ and died a 
death truly distressing. But this Son, to whom yoU 
suppose this Man was united, was so far from sharing^ 
a part in the suffering pf the cross, that he only ena- 
bled the Man to bear a greater portion of sufferings 
tkan he would otherwise have been able to endure. 
But can this circunAstanee be considered as any real 
fawr to the Man? Indeed, sir, can you see that thi» 
Man ever received the least benefit from a union with 
your supposed self-existent Son, from the time he was 
bom in the manger, to the moment he expired on the 
eross ? So far as the inspired writings have informed 
ne, this Man derived all the benefits which he did 
derive, from God the Father. And why should it be 
ilioiight to contribute greatly to the dignity ef this 
Man to be united to a Person from whom he derived 
so manner of assistance or support, unless it were to 
enable lum to. entire a greater portion oireal sifffer*^ 
ingsf 

On the other hypothesis,^ i^sufferer on the cross 
was a very different character — He was tndy the 8onr 
^the living Oodj had long been hi the bosom of tl^ 
|*» 
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Father before the foandations of the earth were laid* 
^^as one brought np with him, and was daily his de- 
light'' He was highly honored by the Fatli«* in 
the gNat work of creation ; for God created all things 
by him. In him it pleased the Father that aUfalness 
should dwell* He was as intimately united to the 
Father, as it is possible the Man Jesus should be, on 
your theory, to a second self-existent Person. He 
was honored by the Father as the Ai^el of his pres- 
ence on the most solemn and i^tere8ting occasions, 
and was truly in the form of God : for he was the 
'^iMAOE of the invisible God." But while in this- 
state of pre-existent glory, he beheld our perishing 
state ; he saw that the blood of bulls and of goats was 
not sufficient to take away sin ; and he said to his 
Father, ^'Saerificeand offering thou wouldst not, but a 
Bony hast thou prepared me" — ^^I-io, I come to do thy 
will, O God»" He laid aside the form of Goi>, and 
voluntarily became united to the ho^j which God had 
prepared^ and was thus '^made in the likeness ofnun.^^ 
And being found in fashion as a man, he humbled 
hunsek* and became obedient unto deatb, even the 
death of the ei oss«" Sneh, sir, is the Lamb of God 
who takcth a\»ay the sin of the world. This is the 
<>faaracter, in vieiv of whieh, ten ihotisand times tea 
Aottsaad tongues smg, Worthy is the lamb (hstt wasi 
alain. 

Having thus carried out the two accounts, let as 
cairt Aem up, that we nay dearly see the dii^arify. 
As you cannot deny that as much dignity may foe de-^ 
vived £rom a union wilh the one Ged^ the FaHter^ as 
fi*om a union with a second settkixistent Person ; ia 
vespeettxM^e ofaaraoter^f 4harea2smfcrer^the<east 
will stand tbus^ 
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On yonr part^ the sujferer is a Mm with such dig* 
iiity as he may derive from a uaion with a sectmd self^ 
em^mt Pers<m, 

Od my part, the sufferer is that glorious Soy, by 
whom God ereated all things in heaven and earthy 
posseting all the dignity whieh ean result from the 
noBt perfeet union with the one God, the Father, 

The difference, then, in the character of the sitffer-^ 
ar, is, at least, as great a» all the difi^enee between, 
the con^ittded Creator of hearen and earth, and the 
mere Man or human nature of your Ji^siah. 

You have, sir^ too nmeh candor to deny^ that th& 
real sufferer is a character of unspeakably greater 
importance on this theory^ than <»n yours. But still 
jcfu may think, that Christ, eonsidered as the Savior 
and Lord (^ aU^ is greater on your hypothesis thaa 
he is on mine. This, however, may appear to be only 
imaginatlen. 

We are perfectly agreed in one pointy viz. That 
there is but one infimte self-eanstent God. In your 
tieW} this mjvnite God consists of three self-existenB 
Persons / in my view^ the one infimte God is but one 
Persan.. The one Fersonj then, on my theory, must 
be equal to the three Fersons of your theory, hi regard 
ia fulness and sti^iencf. In your view, one of the 
three Persons is united to the^ Mofn or hmnan natwrey 
9^i this self-existent Person and the Mm are the 
Savior and Lord of aZ^--Ja my view, 1^ iSbt^jor aai 
hord of ail is the 8&n fsi the limng Gody and by na^^ 
ture ''ike hrighiuess of the FMer^s ^rj, aitd the 
express image of his Person;'' so united to the ane 
infimte God^ that in him dwells, not merdy me of 
three Persons^ \mi ail the fidmss ^ the Godhemi 
kodily^ 
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As, in your view, the Deity eonsists of three cUstimP 
Persons, each possessing independent fulnesg | and as 
but one of these I^rsons is supposed to be united to 
the Man Jesus $ inijuiry might be made, whether your 
theory does not naturally suggest the idea, that there 
is but 'one third of the fulness of God implied in the 
character of our Lord and Savior Jesus ChHst. But 
it is needless to urge this. And on the ground already 
stated^ the matter is submitted to every impartial 
mind, Whether the character ^f the Lord J^^is doe» 
' not appear vastly more impressive and glorious on the 
theory now proposed, thaQ on the Athanasian hypo- 
thesis. 

It may possibly be urged by some, that if Christ 
derived his existence from Ood, as a San from a Fath- 
er , ne must be as incapable of suffering as the Father. 
This conclusion is not admitted as resulting from the 
premises. But it would sooner be admitted that it i» 
possible with God ta render himself capable of suffer^ 
ing by union with a human body, than that the 8ok 
•f God did not suffer on the cross. My knowledge of 
the nature of God and his Bon is all derived from 
the Bible. This informs me, that Christ is God^ 
OWN Son 5 and that "though he were a Sonj yet 
learned he obedience by the things which he sut« 
TERED.^' And who is so well skilled in the philoso*^ 
phy of IHvine Mtturey as to be able to contradict this 
testimony in either particular ? Is it not more 9afe for 
us to receive the IHvine testimony as staled in the 
ffcriptures, than to reject it by philosophizing on unt 
iwvealed properties of Div»9E Nature ^ 

How often, sir, have our brethroB, on your side^ 
urged our ignorance of the Divine Nature, as et 
^soB why wi^ should no^ reject revealed d9etrMt9 
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eoneemiBg Grod and his Son? Yet, have not the same* 
brethren, on the ground of their supposed knowledge 
of the DiviNB Nature, implicitly denied and ex- 
plained away two of the plainest truOis which are 
contained in the Bible ? Are there^ sir, anj two pro* 
positions more clearly affirmed in the Scriptures, than 
these, yiz. That Jesus Christ is God's Son<$ and, that 
the Son of G^d suffered and died on the cross? Yet 
how many millions of pages have been written, and 
how many millions of sermons have been preached, 
to prove that Jesus Christ is so far from being pro- 
perly the Son of God, that he is the very God, the 
TERx Being, whose Son the Scriptures declare him 
to be ! Yea, the vert Being who proclaimed from 
heav«n, ^This is my beloved SonP^ And have not 
the numerous, plaiii, and unequivocal representations 
of Scripture, respecting the sufferir^s and death of 
the Son of Gbd, been so explained away as to imply 
no more than that a Man or mete human nature suf- 
fered and rfiei, to whom the Son of God was mysteri'- 
otfsty finited ? And what is all this, sir, short of phi- 
losophizing upon Divine Nature, and drawing con- 
clusions at an extraordinary rate? Would Gabriel 
himself pretend to so much knowledge of Divine 
Nature as thus to contradict Divine Revela^ 

TION? 

Though I may have been accused of being 'Hoo 
mathematical for the Bible," yet it is my desire never 
to be so philosophical aif to prefer my own deductions « 
from fancied properties of the Divine Nature, to 
the most explicit declarations of the word of God. 
But while thus disapproving the conduct of my breth- 
ren, the Monitor within whispers, Such has been thy 
oivn inconsistency : and perhaps, a« great inconsis- 
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teney, in 9ome other point, still lurks undiscoTered— * 
^^Let him that thinketh he staudeth take heed lest he 
fall,"» 

* Cither while asleep or awake, the following scene has some- 
times been presented to my imagination-— 

The writer of these Letters is called before an Ecclesiastical 
Council to answer to a charge of kerem. The aceusera with 
solemn formality, present against him the following articles of 
charge : 

1. He has pdblicly taaght. That Jetas Christ is the Sov of God, 
6od*8 owK Soir. 

S. He has also taught. That the Stow of Gk)d did redUy mjfer 
•B the cross, for the sins of the world. 

The Council inquire of the accused in what sense he under- 
stands those propositions. 

He replies, ^According to the common acceptation and most 
natural meaning of the words.* 

The result follows— 

'This Council are of opinion, that the said accused is ffuilif of 
herety. For though in some mysterious sense, Christ ia called 
the SeN of Sod, yet he is not the Son of God according to the 
common acceptation of the term Son .* so far from this, he is per- 
sonally the only trtte God / yea, ^'Jesvb is that Ood^ besides 
tohom there is no otherJ"* And though it be represented in the 
Scriptures, that the Sok of God suffered; yet as be is personally 
the immutable God, it was impossible that HX should really suf" 
fer. The Man or human nature suffered, which was united to 
the Person of the Son of God : The sufferings, therefore, are 
called the sufferings of the Son of God. It is in our yi^w infinite- 
ly degrading to Christ, to say, that he is properly and truly the 
8o2r of God ; or to say, that Hs did realty suffer the death of 
the cross.'— Thus far the result. 

It has, however, been intimated to me,- that some of our breth- 
ren are prepared to evade all I have written on the sufferings of 
the Son of God, by saying that they ever professed to believe 
that Christ is the Son of God, ;Eind that he suffered on the eroas. 
I have, sir, aimed honestly to state the real difference of senti- 
ment between us on those two p<»nts. If, in any respect, I have 

• Mr> Jones-^pa^e 2. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 

SINCE writing the foregoing Letter, it has oeeur- 
red to me, that there is one mode of illustrating and 
supporting the dignity of the sufferer^ whieh has been 
adopted by some Athanasians, that has not been 
partieularly considered. As a woman of low rank is 
exalted by marriage to a worthy prince or potentate, 
so it has been supposed that the Man Jesus or the 
human nature was exalted by nnion with the Son op 
Goo. Upon this hypothesis, let it be observed^, 

1. When this ground is taken, the dignity of the 
real sufferer is supposed to result simply from union 
with a Person of infinite dignity. The qaeen, after 
marriage, takes rank from her royal husband : so it is 
supposed that the Mm Jesus is exalted by union with 
the Son of God. It is true, that the king .and queen, 
in a certain sense, are one / but not in such a sense that 
the obedience or the death of the queen might be prop- 
erly considered as the obedience or the death of the king. 
And if a king for a certain purpose, had engaged to 
obey and to die, his becoming married tm a woman of 
low rank, and causing her to die instead of himself, 
would not be esteemed very honorable conduct. 

2. The Scripture representation is, that the Son of 
Gob did really abase himself, and become poor, for 

niisapprehended your theory, t shall rejoice in being corrected. 
And if indeed you do beliere that Christ is truly the Son rf God, 
and that hb realh/ suffered on the cross, I sh^U be happy in being 
informed that there is no ground of controversy between us. But 
if I have not mistaken your theory, it is believed that you have 
too much generosity of soul and uprightness of heart, to attempt 
to evade the force of truth by apaiore ga*6Wc upon word*. 
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•ur $akes. But on the hypotJhesui now before lu, t&e 
scene is dianged — ^tndtead of abasing himself^ and 
taking on him ihefonn of a servant, he took to him- 
self one who -wmfnatiiraUy in tho form of a servant, 
and exalted the Man instead of abasing ^ifnse{f— In- 
stead of being ^made in the likeness ofmen," he rais- 
ed a man to the likeness or dignity of God-— Instead of 
dying himself j he caused the Min to die to whom he 
was united. > 

It seems to haye been the general idea, that the 
Son of God became ijmted to the Man or human na- 
ture, that he might be in a situation to obey and to 
suffer. And yet, on your theory, it wajs just as im- 
possible that he should obey and suffer aft^ the onion 
as it wajs before. Dr. Hopkins expressly says, that 
^Hhis personal union of the Divine nature^ or of God 
the second Person in the Godhead, with the human 
nature, does not cause or suppose any change in the 
former $ all the change, or that is changeable, is im 
the human nature.^^ [System, voL I. p. 411.] — ^By the 
^ JHmne nature, or God the second Person in the God- 
head,^^ the Doctor meant the Son of God, The Son 
of God, therefore, experienced no change, either ia 
becoming ui|ited to the Man or human nature, nor in 
consequence of this union — ^He was then in precisely 
the same situation in regard ifi obedience and steering 
after the union, that he was before. What then, sir^ 
has the Son of God either done of suffered for our 
salvation P And why will you pretend that he became 
united to a Man that he might obey and suffer ? 

3. If a mere Man, by virtue of a union with the 
Son of God, might derive such dignity as to atone for 
the sins of the world, it is evident that th^ same dig- 
nity might result from the same mysterious union be- 
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twe^ the same Mm and tke Father. And as tlie 

MaB Christ Jesus never spake of his ttnien with a ^e« 

e^md Divine Person, but qften spake of his anion with 

ib» Father, the probability would be mneh in favor of 

the idea that his mdon was with the Father.— If^ 

then, the Soeinians wonM only add to their theory the 

idea of a mysterious union betweoi the Man Christ 

Jesns and God the Father, what would be the differ- 

enee between your Savior and theirs F It is not in my 

power to discern that there wonid be so miMh as on^ 

«hade of dilferenee* The Man Jesus, eonsidered sep« 

arately from his union with the Deity, is perhaps 

4IS great on their theory as on yours; nor will you 

pretend that the Son is greater than the Father. If 

thr 8oeini»is would only annex that one idea to their 

tbeory, it does not appear tlat you would have th6 

least ground to dispute with them about the greatness 

of the Savior, however much you might dispute 

about the number of sblf-bxistekt Pi&RS0Ks.*^Be 

not, sir, offended at this eomparison : my aim here is 

aimply to urge you to inquiry, and to a thorou^ ex** 

jumnation of your own theory. ' 



LETTER IX. 

#n ntorfem Trinitarian views of the flbn of 6orf, «ri^ 
the general dissonance reacting ikree Persons in 
tme God, 

EEV. SIRf 

SINCE the pubUeation of the preaeeding Mtfer^, I 
have found that a great portion of our Trinitarian 
hretbren entertain att4^pHiiQai ^exf d^ferentJ&om yourff 
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end from wbat has, for ages, been called the oilhodox 
faith. They indeed a^ee with yoo that Ood is tbree^ 
Persons ; yet they Bay^ that the second Person in the 
Trinity was not origimdly or bt/ nature^ the Sstn of 
God ; but that he is eaUed the Son of God on the 
^^ground of a constitdted character," or that he be- 
eSEime the Son of Gk>d by incarnation^ &e. &;e. ' This^ 
you know, is a flat contradiction to the opinion of 
those who were reputed orthodox in former ages. 
Yet these modem Trinitarians claim to be considered 
as the orthodox of the present day ; aor hare I been 
able t*discover much inclination in you, or those who 
agree with you, to dispute their claim* Before I pub- 
lished my letters to youyl was aware that this novel 
opinion had been adopted by some of our brethren ; 
but I supposed the number not to be great. So far as 
it respects the Sonship of Chrii^t, they make the same 
objections to your views that they do to mine ; and if 
their objections to my views are of any weight, they 
ure of equal weight against yours. Nearly a year 
ago I addressed a private letter to one of the most 
respectable of our brethren who bad taken that ground. 
It is possible that the letter might hare miscarried; it is 
oertain I have received no reply. Report says, it was 
the opinion of that brother, that it was best for tha 
Cler^ to let the sentiments I addressed to you ^^e 
of themselves a natural death,'^ rather than to be at 
the trouble of refuting them. He might think dio 
same in regard to what was contained in my letter to 
Jiim. I shall, therefore, ^ve you a copy of the letter 
that the whole may live or "(ii«" together. The per- - 
pon to whom the letter was addressed is one for whoa 
I hsive entertained a great respect, and I addressed 
iypi aeeordingly, in the following manner N— 
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"rev. SIB9 

''THE high rank you sustamin tlie Christian "world, 
inTolTes a, proportionate degree of responsildlity^ and 
readers it exceedingly important tliat the sentiments 
70a puUisb slioald aeeord with the unerring sti^ndard.. 
Although we entei^ain diQerent opinions of the ehar» 
aeier of Christ, in this^ I presume, we are agreed, 
that no sentiments ean be of higher, importance in 
diyinity than those whieh represent his character in a ' 
true light. If, therefore, I am in an error in mj 
views of Christ, it is of great importance that I should 
he convinced. And if you are in an error, it is of 
much greater importance that you should be conviuis* 
ed^ as your influence is more extensive than mine. As 
it r^pects us, individually considered, the importance 
m#y be equal ; but as it respects the puUic, the dis- 
parity is great 

^^Lately I have re-examined your discourses on the 
^^l>inity,'' and- '^On the testimony of Christ to his 
own Divinity.''. I shall now submit some things to 
your serious consideration ; hoping that, if I have 
mistaken your views, you will kindly eorreet my mis<^ 
takes ; and, on the other hand,* if I shall show that 
yopr theory is dishonorary to Christ, that you will 
candidly retract what is erroneous. For I consider it 
as a fact, that it wa^ not your design to degrade the 
character of Christ, and that you have too much re* 
gsird to his glory to sacrifice it to your own.^ 

"In your sermon on the *^Testimony of Chrislto his 
own Pivinity," you say, that "he called himself the 
Sow of Qod^^^ and also ecdled *^God his FcAlwr^^ and 
that by each of these he meavJt "to assert his Divine* 
ity.*' This I esteem as correct ; for if he was proper* 
ly the Son of Gfptf , he wa« properly a Divine Persoafn 
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But iH your feimim^oa the Trinity,^ hx^f^ jw. mtt 
giTeii up this tdBtimonf m hiwer of the Divkiity of 
Chrki ? You say that ^^eaeh <^ the Divine Pefsont 
takes hift peeuUar name from the jpeevUar cffiee h% 
sustains in the eeenomy of redempti«&. The first Per- 
son assumes the nan^of #lo^Aer»be«ause he is 1^ 9JS^ 
the CrtfdQTj or Jiuthor of all things^ and espetia&y of 
^ Ike human nature of Christ. The see^DJ Pers<» a«* 
sumes the nameirfiSW and Word^ hy rirtae of his^^- 
toTTwiion and mediatorial emiduef Henee you infer 
that ^Hhere seems to be no just foundation for the 
doctrine of the eternal generation of the Boa,'^ and ^^ 
suppose that the Son, in respect to his Dhme nature^ 
was begotten of the Father, and that the Holy Ghisst 
proceeded from the <»>neurrenee of the Father and 
the Bon, is to suppose that a Trinity of persons is ne£ 
founded in the Dirine nature, but merely in . the-Bt-» 
▼hie Will.'' You add^^^This ^nion sets the Son as &r 
below the Father as a creature is below the Creatco**'' 

'^According to these passages 6od is theFo^Aer 
only of the hmtum nature of Christ, and the hwaum ita* 
tare of Christ only is the Son of Ck>d. 

^'We have next to consider what you mean hy tke 
^humanity of Christ." You say ^he asserted Ms.ho* 
manity on the just foundation of having a true body 
and a reasonable soul united in the same manner a9 
the soul and body are united In other men." By tiie 
^treasonable soul" you mean a human soul. Accord- 
ingly you add, ^Ji ho had a human soul united with a 
human body, then he may be as properly denominated 
a man as any pi his progenitors whose names are 
mentioned in the firet chapter of Matthew." 

^^Thus, for the fmrnan nature of Christ we have as 
proper a man as Ahraham. Of thta man God was 



mad ei&ry of Christ. l^S 

I3ie *^ Creator of Author'' by a miraeulous eoaeeptioB. 
On this groaikd only is God the ROher of Christ. Of 
this Ttton God is the Fathery and this man only is th? 
San of God. 

^Bat you snj^ose that this man was united to the 
geeond Person in the Trinity^ whieh Person was not 
hy nature the Sim of God. But hoi^ united ?/ Ton 
ohserve, ^It is easy to say what is not meant by it It 
does not mean that the human nature was made JH'- 
vine w^ure^^'S&F, on the other hand, that his Dwine 
na$nre was made htman itoture''—- nor ^that his two 
natnres were mixt or blended together." 

<%tiU then we have nothing hut a mere man for the 
^San of &od. For God was the Father oS the humam 
nature only. The seednd Divine Person, who waa 
€M, was not the l8on of God $ nqr was he^ made hu- 
man nature or even^mixt or blended'' with the maa 
of whieh God< was the Father*. Consequently, the 
8im of God was originidily of no hi^er nature thaa: 
DaTid; nor did he beeome id JDimne nocture by his 
nidon with the second Person^ nor. were the two na* 
tnres so mueh a# ^^nuxt or blended together." As, on 
your hypothesis, the two natures are Gto4 and numf 
ttid as it is the man only of wUeh you suppose God' 
t» be the JPolAer, weean have as distinct a view of 
yoiBr Son oi God as^we ean of ddam or JOamd. And* 
ke is a being of preeisely the some ^fuOure* What^ 
tfien^ has become of Cluist's- ^^esti^ony ^to his owit 
Divimty P" You have taught; that he mmgt to assert 
his Divinity by ealling himself the Son of God $ hut^ 
•ould.he have so nt^sont with your viewsof his owa 
Sonship ? Did4 he mean to assert his Dignity hy as-^ 
aerting that hii^ humomtif was the Son of 'CM? W 
Ihe Jews had supposed thai ha.meaiit tbatCbd w«s> 
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his Father in no otLer sense than a) the ^Creator cr 
Aathor of his hatnan nature,'' would they have ac- 
eased him of Uaspkemy ? With all his prejndiees 
against Ch)*i9t, I should not fear to submit the ques- 
tion now before us to the High Priest himself^ whir 
abjured Jesus by the living God to tell whether he 
was the Son of God. 

^^Let us, sir, on your hypothesis, state the aeeusa- 
tion made to Pil&te, "we have a law, and by our law 
he ought to die, because he" said that God was bis 
Father, the " Creator er Author of his kwman nature.^ 
Can you admit that this was the import of the aeeu- 
sation ? If not, we most suppose, that he meanty and 
was understood to mean^ something by his Sonship rery 
iifferent from your explanatiyi. 

*'Do not the following things fairly result from your 
f temises ? viz. 

"1. That the Son of Ood. as sneh, is a mere erect- 
turej and by nature a proper human being. 

*^2. That the Son of God, as such, not only had a 
lieginning, but a beginning of recent date. And no 
longer ago than the days of Herod ? # 

^3. That if the Son of God be oiir Mediator, we 
lave precisely a Soeinian Mediator P 

^4f. That the astonishing love of €h>d in our re- 
demption, consists in this, that be ^spared noV^ aprt^- 
fer man miraculously begotten, but freely delivered- 
hJin up for us all, "Sparing not his oirn <8^o»" is the' 
llighest ground on which the love of God is ever re- 
presented. But what is Ihift So% on your theory, but 
a mere man? 

"fi. That the Son who sitteth on the right hond'of 
ihe Majesty on Wgh^ whom all the angels are requir- 
«d to worship, and iky wh^m ev€u;y kiee wjust baw, is, 
% nature, iOnly a. man ?. 
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«6. Tbat the Sou, ^hom the "Father showeth all 
Wngs whieh himself doeth," and ivhom he hath '^ot* 
duined to be the Judge of the living and the dead»" is, 
by tfature, of no higher dignity than David, or Sol- 
omon ? 

*'If the hypothesis thatthe Son, in respect to hi» - 
divine nature^ was begotten of the Father, ^Sets the- 
Bon as far below the Father as a ereatnre is below 
tlie Creator," to what depths has your hypothesis 
mtda the 8on or God ! How^w, eompared with the 
Bfttaral meaning of Bible language ? "Yet having orUr 
Stm^ hi» well behvedy he sent him last of lUl, sayings 
jl%6y wiU reverence my Son.'' "He who spared pot 
his own SofTij^^ &e. How different fjromthe import of 
the language used by tiie Couneil of Nioe iB opposi- 
tion to- the views of Arins, "The Son was peeatiariy 
of the Father, being of his substance as begotten of 
him*!' 

"I do not^ I cannot, believe, that you meant to say 
any thing dishonorary to Christ. But when, we de» 
part from the natural mea&ing^of Seripture langua^. 
we fall into the regions of eonjeeturej and in thos^ ^ 
legions we are liable to be bewildered, md to say 
things whreb will not bear examination. But can- 
you, my dear sir^ be wilHng that such views of tho^ 
Son of Gbd should be handed down toposterity sanc- 
tioned and .impressed by the weight of your eharae* 
ter? When posterity shall inquire what the Lord 
Jesus is, on your theory, distinct from the Goi> of oar 
L(yrd Jems Christy will th^- not find that he is the 
Mtme as on the Socinian theory ? as^ properly a num- 
as David, and no more than a mere ^uman hein^? 

"I hope^ sir, yon will not consider me as acting bm* 
* Hufrieadly part in this address.. If I know my owib. 
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lieart^ I write with the feelings of cordial friendsh^ 
and respect ; and with a desire that trtUh may b* 
thorough] J inrestigated. It has been mj aim not to 
depart from the goldea nde ; hat to do as I wooMl 
that you and others should do unto me« And not- 
withstanding our diversity of seitimenty I ean heiotOy 
»nh9cribe, 

Your affoetioQatefriend aiid lu^other, 

<^«S. In your Sermons yov r^roMOt ttat lli« 
phrases ^^These three are one/' ^^I boA my Father u^ 
one," mean ^ one God, one Divine Being.'' Bnt will 
the Greek text admit the word God after the word 
^oneP^ If not, by what authority may we add it ? 
When Christ prayed that all his followers, with hha- 
self and the Father,, might be <me^ even as He and tte 
Father are om^ did he pray that aU theredeemedy witk 
himself and the Father, might beeome ^^one God, one 
Divine Being?" 

^Aeoording to Mr. Milner, the Conneil of Nine 
resulted in opposition: to the views of Arins, ^That 
the 8on was peeuliarly of the Father, being of hW 
sttbstanee a9 begotten of him :" And with this tli# 
Kieene Creed perfectly harmonizes, so far as I ean 
miderstand the meaning of their language* N4> idea 
is suggested ih$X the Fatha* and Son are 'the sm9i#> 
Being / but Beings of the same^ftmhire %b feilur a&4. 
Son* But in subsequent Qoqneils a« oAltlion w««. 
made, by which the Father and Son were r^resented. 
U two distinct Persons in the same Being. Still. 
they endeavored to maintiiin the relaHm% of FMer 
and Son.; and eonsidei*ed the Son m ineffably bennt- 
lli of tha Fathori Wh» wo cemjft down ta ihe tiMnc 
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!w% mifcintftliiifig botfapaytg of yhat we believe to bo 
m «4|]ilradietiQB. Tfa^ not oaly deelamd their belief 
^ the doetrioe of three Peraoiis in oae God) but they 
stated also that ^^It is proper to the Father to begel 
the SoQ^ and to the Son to be begotten of the Father^ 
They did not, thej^sefoiB, mea» to ffvp np the relatioU 
mtJ^her tokdSon by affirming the doetrinie of thro* 
£stinet Persons in one God. 

. <^ Feeeeivingy as yon imagiBed, a eontvadictioa so 
tfcdr theory, yon hare boldly exuded one part of 
tiie emgKbradietion that yon might mauitain the other. 
Viewing the doetrine of three independent P^^ns ill 
0m God as of move importaaee than the naturftl re(a« 
Urn of Fa;^ier and Son, yon have, without mneh 
appaj^stYeluetanee, made a saerifise of the natural 
vdkition of Pathw- and Son, that you mi^ eonsist- 
entiy aupport the doctrine of. three Pep*sons in one 
God. 

' ^flaving so high authority for eaUingin question 
the eorreetnesjs of the doetrine of three Fers€ms in ona 
God, I ventured to look into the subject for myself. 
After ittcfutry I was led to agree with you in opini^it 
tiins fajr, viz. that the natural rdaiion of Father and 
Sm between God and Jesus Cl^ist is ineonsistent 
with the hypothesis of three independent Persons in 
me &eing. But instead ef exactly following your 
example, I ^ave up the hypothesis of three irJepetU' 
dent Persons in one Beingy that I might consistently 
support the relatimi of Father and Soiu 

^^The true state of the ease appears to be this,— 
We have both departed from the former Trinitarian 
doetrine, on the supposition that it implied a plai« 
eontradietion. Yon have chosen to defend one part ^ 
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tiie eontradietioD, and I the other. By thaa departiii|^ 
from the theory of those who went before us, one of us 
has probably approached nearer to the simplicity of 
the gospel, and the other departed to a greater die* 
^tanee. Being equally sensible of an inconsisteney iit 
the opinions of onr fathers, and having taken opposite 
sides of their supposed eontradietion, it would perhaps . 
he proper, that we should earefully examinife the op- 
posite hypotheses by comparing each widi the gerip- 
tures, to see which harmonizes best with the most ob* 
Tious meaning of the gospel. 

^^If the gospel plainly teaches that God is thveB 
fersons^ and that Jesus Christ is one of those Persons, 
then my hypothesis of proper Father and Son is un-^ 
questionably erroneous. If, on the other hand, the gospd 
clearly represents the natural relation of Father and 
Son betweon God and Jesus Christ, then your hypoth- 
esis of three persons in one God is obviously wrone-^ 
eus. These things are stated on the supposition that 
we are correetin the opinion that these two hypothe- 
ses are inconsistent with eaqh other. 

^^Let, then, a man of integrity and discemm^t, wIm^ 
has never heard any thing of the disputes about ihm 
character of Chrisjt, nor seen bur New Testament, tak^. 
that precious book, and read it through with care and 
impartiality ; which hypothesis weuld^ he most natu- 
rally discover, yours or mine ? In what sermon or 
discourse of Christ or his apostles would he find Gcid 
represented as three Persons? But how often M'ould 
he find Qod represented as the Father of Christ, and 
Christ as tho Son of God ? On what ground woultl 
he find Divine love represented in our redemption ? 
Where would he find it represented on this ground, 
that God is three Persons, and that one of those Ver^ 
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ifnn became united to a man ? But wonU he find 
amy iftffieultj in diseovering that ^' God so loved tht 
world that he gave his only begotten Son to be a pro- 
pitiation for our sins P^ What would he think on 
findings that Christ so comnvonly, in speaking of God^^ 
used this famUiar language — *^y father F" What 
wottld he suppose Christ meant by speaking so much 
rf \m Father's sending Hiiti, loving him, teaching him, , 
commanding him, committing all judgment to him, 
ddivering all tU^gs into his hand, giving him all 
power in heaven and earth ? And of his coming not to 
do his own will ; eoming/rom God BJkd going to God ? 
Would the impartial inquirer suppose by any of 
ikese, or a^y other of Christ's representations, that 
6od ^vas ikrtt Persons, and that the Son was one of 
the three ? Would he not, in fact, find, that God hai 
spoken of Christ, and conducted towards kim as we - 
shonld naturally expect he would do, if Christ were his 
num Son ? Would he not ^so find, that Christ has 
•poken of God, and conducted towards God, as we 
might reasonably expect he would do, if God were his 
fKWn Father? If the impartial reader woiild find no 
^elaration in the Bible expressing the doctrine that 
God is three distinct Persons ; but should find the gospel 
full of representations agreeing with the hypothesis 
of the natural relation of Father and Son^ between - 
GU>d and Jesus Christy which part of the eontradictioB 
would he adopt, yours. or mine ?" 

In writing, sir, to ouf brother, it was my aim to 

make an honest comparison of the things he had pul- 

llshed. Yet I believed it to be possible that I might 

misapprehend his meanings and, of course, make in- 

.^Otfreet deductions. On this account I requested that 
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iroald kindlj eorreet jnj mktakes, if, in any tUtfg^ 
ad migappy^Bheiided his meaaing. Whether he 
ight it weald he too great eondesceiision in rim 
[irreet my iiiifltftkes, or whether he was aware that 
eonld not laend the matter by any explanation 
Bh he eotild give, you mnst determine for yourself* 
, however, possible that he might liaTe good rea^ 
for not replying, whieh have i^tftemm^ to my 
pi^Iedge. 

his writer seems to have been aware, that, in his 
anations of the Trinity and of the Somhip of 
ist^ he had departed from the faith of form^ Trin* 
ans. Thus he writes— -*^Many have supposed that 
Sfon, the seeond person in the Trinity, is, in soma 
terioas manner, begotten of the FWierJ^^ 
his "many'' ineladed not only the Westminst^ 
smbly of Divines, with all their adherents, but th» 
neil of Niee and a multitude whieh no man ean 
ber. It is true indeed that the Couneil of Niee 
not suppose God to be three persons ; but they 
josed Christ to be "fty nature the Son of God ^''— i. 
the substance of the Father as begotten of him.^ 
this opinion our good brother lias oensured a# 
ag'^the Son as far below the Father as a creature 
low the Creator.^ K this censtire be just, it faHt 
all its weight on yotxr hypothesis $ and the great 
of Trinitarians of past ages are represented 
itertaining a belief which "sets the Son as far 
V the Father as a creature is below the Crea- 
V 

Jvin you will admit as an orthodox Trinitarian. 
IS attend for a moment to his testimony. 
Vt indeed do- "confess that the Mediator who was 
of the> Virgin is properly the Son of God.. For 
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Clirkt, in that he is man, eould not be the mirror of 
the inestimable favor of God, imless this dignity were 
^res him to be, and to be ealled, the only begotten 
Sm' of OoA. But in the mean while the definition of 
the ehureh standeth firmly established that he is eoun- 
t«d the Son of God^ because he being th.e Word be- 
gotten of the Father before aU worlds^ did, by hypos- 
tatieal union, take upon him the nature of man."-* 
Calvin's Insti. p. 22B. 

^^Servetus, and other sueh frantic men would hfiye 
it, that Christ who appeared in the flesh is the Son 
of God, because out of the flesh he could not be called 
by that name."— ^^ We grant indeed that Christ is, in 
the flesh of man, called the Son^ but not as the faith«^ 
ful are, that is, by adoption and grace; but the true 
and natural, and, therefore, the only Son, that by this 
mark he may be discerned from all others. For God 
veuehsafeth to give the name of his sons to us who 
are regenerate into •a new life ; but the name of the 
true and only begotten Son he giveth to Christ only. . 
How can he be the only Son among so many brethren, 
but because he possesseUi that by nature which we 
possess by gift ?"-«<p. 22^. 

"According to the common use of the Hebrew 
tongue, he is called the Son of man, because he Is of 
ihe offspring of Mam. By the contrary I aflirm, that 
he is called the Son of God in respect to the Godhead 
and eternal essence ; because it is no less proper thai 
it be referred to the nature of God that he is called 
the Son of God, than to the nature of man that he is 
ealled the Son of man.^^ — p. 225. 

Thus you may see that the orthodoxy of Calvin 
did not secure him from the censure of holding an 
16 
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opinion whieh ''sets the Son as far below the Father 
as a creature is below the Creator.'' 

I am aware that passages might be quoted from 
Calvin which could uot easily be reconciled to those 
which have been now exhibited. But Calvin is not 
the only Trinitarian who has advanced, and attempt- 
ed to support, contradictory hypotheses. 

Since the publication of my letters to you, much 
pains have been taken to circulate the idea that my 
Tiews of the Son of God do not distinguish him from 
a created being. But the censure quoted from our 
brother was published long before my letters to you 5 
and it was your hypothesis and not mine^ that he 
ineant to condemn. Is it not, then, time for you to 
inquire on what ground you can defend yourself from 
the charge of holding an opinion which "sets the Son 
as far below the Father as a creature is helow the 
Creator?" 

Mr. Brown, who was with yoivin sentiment, in his 
Dictionary of the Bible, under the word "C^mf," has 
passed as severe a censure on the hypothesis of our 
brother as he has on yours. He says, "To pretend 
that Christ is called the only begotten Son of God, 
because God sent him as our Medicdor^ or because of 
his miraculous conception by the Virgin, is not only 
groundless and absurd^ but even blasphemous,^^ 

Thus Trinitarian writers contradict and condemn 
one another ; and if Trinitarian^ aie the only good 
people y ^^who then can be saved r" 

P. 8. The great diversity which has prevailed in 
the Christian world on the subject of the -Trinity, 
may be in some degree understood from the following 
CStract&irom a note in Ben MordecaPs Letters* vol. I; 
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page ids, annexed to this sentence : ^Hhe Christians 
hare never a^eed upon the 8c*:se of the propositions 
they disputed about." 

Cyril and Mhanasius define a person to be "Essen- 
tia cum suis quibusdam proprietatibus^ ab iis quse sunt ^ 
ejusdem speciei numero diflferens." C udworth, p. 603. 

Dr. JVaterland allows Person and Intelligent Being 
to be the same. p. 3«0. Reply to Dr. Waterland's 
Defence, 31 2. 

Mr* Locke defines person to be a thinking, intelli- 
gent being, that has reason and reflection, and can 
consider itself as itself. [Doddridge says, "the word 
person commonly signifies one single, intelligent, vol- 
untary agent, or conscious being ; and this we choose 
to call the philosophical sense of the word : but in i^ 
political sense it may express the different relations 
snp]forted by the sam6 philosophical person | v. q. 
the same^man- may be father, husband," &c. and after- 
wards says, *'If it be inquired in what sense the word 
person is used in the proposition, (respecting the 
three Persons in the Godhead,) we answer, it must at 
least be true in a political sense, yet cannot amount 
to so much as a philosophical personality, unless we 
allow a plurality of Gods." — So that Doddridge was 
only a modal Trinitarian .J 

The Greek i^ithers said there were three ffypostw^ 
ses ; which the Latins rejected as signifying three 
generical substances, and accused the Greeks of Ari- 
anism. The Latins used the word person (persona) 5 
the Greeks rejected that as signifying no real, but 
only a modal distinction^ and accused the Latins of 
Sabellianism. Athanasius summoned a council upon 
it to quiet the division ; and it was found they were 
both of the same opinion, and only differed about 
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words ; upon which the Synod decreed^ that thence^ 
forth the Greek kyj^^stasis and the Xatin persona 
should be taken in the same sense, to m^an particnlav 
suhstatice. But the schoolmen hare confeunded the 
subject more than ever, by explaining hypostasis to 
signify a person distinguishjed from Hie substance^ 
in wliich isense it is used by the Romish church, bat 
was never used before, and is utterly unintelligible^ 

Mr. B. Bennety in his Irenicum, p. 81, tells us, the 
*3ugustan Confession uses the word person^ not for a 
part or quality, but for that which properly subsists. 

The Wirtemherg Confession says, "tres proprietateg 
per se siibsistentes f'' but whether tl^ distinction of 
persons be real or modal^ is a question. 

A learned eontrovertist says, the distinction is 
something less than mo^^, and greater than reaL 

Dr, South makes the Persons to be internal rela- 
tions of the one substance of the Deity to itself, 

Dr, JFallis makes them external relations of the 
•n[e substance of the Deity to mankind, 

Zanchy says, a Person is nothing but the Divine 
essence, distinguished^ and as it were individuated 
by a certain personal property^ 

Junius thinks, the Persons are distinguished from 
the iKSsence in notion only ; rationetantum; ah in^ 
mcem reali distinctione : but really distinguished. 

Lud. CapeUus says, non re, sed ratione. 

J^r, Baxter says, he is past doubt, there is in God 
a trinity of essential, formal, inadequate conceptions 
or primalities ; viz. vital, active power, intellect, and 
will. Baxter's Works, vol. 11. p. 132, 

Dr. Doddridge gives the following :—.^fr. Howe 
seems to suppose that there are three distinct, etenml 
spirits, or distinct, intelligent hypostases^ which, on 
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aeeount of their consent, afTeetion, and muttiai self' 
consciousness^ may be called the one God. 

Dr» Waterlandy Ahrahmn Taylor j with the rest of 
the Athanasians, assert three proper distinct persons^ 
entirely equal to and independent on each other ^ yet 
making up one and tlie same Being. 

Bp. Pearson, with whom Bp. Btdl and Br, Owen 
also agree, is of opinion, that thongl^ the Father 
is th& fountain of the Deity, the whole Diyine nature 
is communicated from the Father to the Son, and 
from both to the Spirit 5 yet so as that the Father 
and Son are not separate, nor separable from the 
Divinity, but do still exist in it, and are most inti- 
mately tinited to'^it. 

Dr. Watts maintained one supreme God dwelling 
in the human nature of Christ, which he supposes to 
have existed the first of all creatures $ and speaks of 
the Divine Logos, as the wisdom of God, and the 
Holy Spirit as the divine power, or the influence and 
effect of it } which he says is a scriptural person ; 
i. e. spoken of figuratively in Scripture, under per- 
sonal characters. 4 

Others, to avoid the inconvenience of defining, say 
in general, that there are 

Three Bifferences ,• as Br, TiUatson : 

Three Biversities ; as Bp. Burnet r 

Three Somewhats $ as Br. Wallis : 

Three Subsistences / as drchhishop Seeker. 

St. Augustine being asked what the three are, says, 
Human learning is scanty, and affords not terms to ^ 
express it; 'tis therefore answered, Hhree persons^ 
not as if that was to the purpose, but somewhat must 
be said, and we must not biB silent." Aug. d^ Trin; 
L B. e. 9. 

16* 
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The word Ofu^nog^ or cansuhstantialj was no more 
determinate than the word Person. It was rejected 
by the eighty fathers who condemned Faulus Samo- 
satenus, as Sabellian ^ and within fifty years was 
made the test of orthodoxy. 1. It was understood by 
the Mhanasians to signify the same kind of substance 
as are the trunk and the branches and leaves of a 
tree 5 or the sun, its light, and derivative light; yet 
so existing, as that the second and third should de- 
pend on its original ; as the light upon the sun. 2, 
By Gregory J\*yssen^ Q^^'^? &«• it was understood to 
mean the same kind of substance existing indepen- 
dently 5 as three men* 3, By the Montanists, it was 
understood that the Son and 8pirit,^xisted as parts 
•f the Divine substance. 4. By the Sahellians^ as 
one and the same identical M'hole substance. 5. By 
.Euseblus^ merely that the Son was net of the substance 
of the creatures ; dividing all substance into created 
and divine, 6. By the Lateran Council, in a sense^ if 
intelligible^ very little, if at all, different from the Sa- 
hellians^ and the ancient opinion of Samosatenos. 

J^TArusE is another technical term, much used in the 
dispute between the ^utychians and J^Testorians ; and 
the meaning of it is as uncertain. De Sodon^ a learn- 
ed Frenchman, says, it is taken in nine senses ; and 
Mr. Richard Baxter says, "the sense was not agreed 
<>n before they disputed the matter." Ch. His. p. 98. 

"Though, the M^estorians still go for desperate here- 
tics, I verily believe, says Mr. Baxter, that all the 
^imrrel was about ambiguous words." 

J^TeStorius believed tlie Divine and ham an nature of 
Christ were united, non hypostasi, sed habitudine. 

Eiityches was condemne-J for affirming, tliat Christ 
feu' ':/' r--'? •y\"r'\ •"n;T-!vM, r *}:i/rr-: -nr: :\;ii?!:_'U 
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Dioscurusfitiid^ that Olirist is of two natures^ but 
not that he is or has two natures. The Eutychiam 
said, he was ex dmhus naturis ; others, in duabus na^ 
turisi and Cijril reproves JVestorius for asserting 
only an union secundum personam^ and not secundum 
iiaturam : and one of Quintianus^ anathemas was, IS 
anj say, God Man, and not God and Man, let him be 
accursed. Baxter's Cb. Hist. 120, &c. &e. 

There is much more in the note from which this is 
extracted, on the other questions to which this subject 
gave rise 5 and however difticult it may seem to have 
been orthodox in the days of the Nestorians, it would 
appear by the following extract from the pious and 
orthodox Bishop Beveridge, that the difficulty is in 
no degree diminished in our days. 

"AVc are now to consider the order of those persons 
in the Trinity described in the words before us. Matt, 
xxviii. 19. First, the Father, and then the Son, and 
then the Holy Ghost 5 every one of which is really 
and truly God ; and yet they are all but one real and 
true God. A mystery, which we are all bound to be- 
lieve, but yet must have a great eare how we speak of it^ 
it being both easy and dangerous to mistake in expres- 
sing so mysterious a truth as this is. If we thi7iJc of 
it, how^ hard is it to iniagine^ one numerically Divine 
nature in more than one and the same Divine person ? 
Or, three Divine persons in no more than one and the 
same Divine nature ? If we speak of it, how hard is it 
to find out words to express it ? If I say, the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost be three, and every one distinct? 
ly God, it is. true 5 but if I say they be three, and 
every one a distinct God, it is falser I may say, th^ 
Divine'persons are distinct in the Divine nature ; but I 
caunct j':a.y, flitil llie D;<vhr^ ual'irc is divided into ibe^h 
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Divine persons/ I may ^ay, God the Father is one 
God, and the Son is one God, and the Holy Ghost is 
one God, but I cannot gay, that the father is one God, 
and the Son another God, and the Holy Ghost a third 
God. I may say, the Father begat jainother who is 
God 5 yet I cannot say, that he begat another God. 
And from the Father and the Son proceedeth another 
who is God i yet I cannot say, from the Father and 
the Soli proceedeth another God. For all this while, 
though their nature be the same, their persons are 
distinct ; atnd though their persons be distinct, yet 
still their nature is the same. So that, though the 
Father be the first person in the Godhead, the Son the 
second, the Holy Ghost the third ; yet,the Father is 
not the first, the Son a second, and the Holy Ghost a 
third God. So hard t^ thing is it to word so great a 
mystery aright j or to fit so high a truth with expres- 
sions suitable and proper to it, without going one way 
or another from it.'' Bis\op Beveridge^s Frivate 
Thoughts^ part ii. p. 48, 49. 

The same Bishop adds a few pages farther on — 
*This is the principal, if not the only characteristieal 
note whereby to distinguish a Christian from another 
man ; yea, from a Turk j for this is the chief thing 
that the Turks both in their Koran and other writings 
upbraid Christians for, even beieanse they believe a 
Trinity of persons in the Divine nature. For which 
eause they frequently say, they are people that believe 
God hath companions j so that, take away this article 
of our Christian faith, and what depends upon it, and 
there would be but little difference between a Christian 
and a Turk." * 

How different the language of the admirable Jeremy 
Taylor ! 'iHe that goes about to speak of and to under- 
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fltand the mysterious Trinity, and does it by words and 
names of man's invention^ or by sueh whieh signify 
contingently, if he reckon this mystery by the mythol* 
ogy of numbers, by the cabala of letters, by the dis- 
tinetions of the school, and by the weak inventions of 
disputing people ; if he only talks of essences and 
existences, hypostases and personalities, distinctions 
without difference, and priority in co-equalities, and 
unity in pluralities^ and of superior predicates of n» 
larger extent than the inferior subjects, he may amuse 
himself, and find his understanding will be like St 
Peter's upon the mount of Tabor at the transfigura- 
tion : he may build three tabernacles in his head, and 
talk something he knows not what — But the good 
man that feels the power of the .Father, and he to 
whom the Son is become wisdom, rig&teonsness, saneti- 
fication and redemption, he in whose heart the loye of 
the Spirit of 6od i? spread abroad, to whom Ood hath 
communicated the Holy Spirit, the Comforter ; this 
man, though he understands nothing of that which is 
unintelligible, yet he only understands the mysterious- 
ness of the Holy Trinity." Taylor's Suppl. Sermons, 
p. 91- 



d by Google 



PABT III. 



OJV TEE CHARJICTER OF THE HOLT 
SPIRIT. 



LETTER L 

My the Holy Spirit is intended the same as the fulness 
^ of God. 

REV. Sir, 

HAVING stated to you jny vieirs of tie Father 
ia,nd the Son, the character of the Holy Spirit will 
now be considered. On this point the oracles of God 
are our only guide ^ and to their dictates it behoves us 
to submit witFreverenee. 

You will not consider me insensible of my accounta- 
bility to God in regard to my writings : nor can you 
reasonably view me as having any interest to promote^ 
aside from the promotion of truth. 

If your views of the Holy Spirit are according to 
truth, certainly there can be nothing for me to gain by 
advancing and advocating a different hypothesis : 
unless it may be for my advantage to expose myself 
to censure and reproach. 

On the other hand, if my views are according to 
truth, it is as important for you, as it is for me, to 
understand and admit theuK 
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Tour haying so great a majority of the Christian 
world on your side, is not sufficient to secure to you 
the approbation of Ood. Be entreated to keep these 
things in mind, while yon read and reflect on the 
important subject now before us. 

From what you have already seen on the character of 
God and his'Son, you have doubtless concluded, that in 
my view the Holy Spirit is not a self-existent Person. 
You will now see, that in my view the Holy Spirit is 
comprehended in the self-existence of Jehovah, but- 
without distinct personality, iThe terms Holy Spirit, 
or Holy Ghost, as used in Scripture, do not appear to 
me intended to express another Person besides the Fa- 
ther and the Son ; yet, to my understanding, these 
terms convey an idea of that which' is of no less estima- 
tion. It is that in God, by which he is able to do good 
and communicate, either immediately, or through the 
instrumentality of other agents. 

By the Holy Spirit, radically considered, the same is 
understood as by the phrase, ihe^ fulness of God. Yet 
the terms Holy Spirit^ are, it is thougjit, most com- 
monly applied to the productive, efficient emanations 
of Divine fulness. 

The following phrases appear to be perfectly sy- 
nonymous — ^The Holy Ghost — the Holy Spirit — ^thtf 
Spirit of God — the Spirit of the Lord — the Spirit of 
the Lord God — the Spirit of the Father, That these 
are synonymous, will probably not be denied by any 
person well acquainted with the Scriptures. And 
should any one be disposed to deny it, the idea may 
be fairly established by comparing Scripture with 
Scripture. 

My ideas of the Spirit may be better understood by 
t^ little attention to some Scripture metaphors.— God is 

u,y,„..uuy^OOgIe 
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represented by the metaphor of the natural Sun. ^^he 
Lord God is a Sun." Then the rays of light and 
heat, which emanate or proceed from the aun, are an 
emblem of the '^Holy SpirU which proeeedeth from the 
Father, ^^^ Like the rays of the sun, these Divine em- 
anations of the fulness of God, iUumind^e^ quickenj 
invigorate^ welA fructify. 

God is also represented as a Fountain of liyingwa* 
ters. If we consider the Fountain as in the earth, 
then the effusions or streams which proceed from the 
Fountain may represent the Holy Spirit. But r$ we 
consider the Fountain as*^ a fountain of vapor in the 
air, then the showers of rain or dew will properly re- 
present the emanations of Divine fulness. 

By the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of God, is not, in 
my view, intended any one attribute merely, but all 
those attributes which are implied in the fulness or 

ALL-SUFFICIENCY of God. 

Before an attempt to explain those texts of Scripture 
which have been supposed to import that the Spirit o£ 
God is a distinct Person from the Father and the Son, 
it may be well to exhibit a part of the considerations 
which have had influence on my mind in favor of giv- 
ing up that opinion. 

1. It has appeared to me inconsistent to suppose 
that the Spirit should be both a self-existent Persmt 
and the Spirit of a Person ; yet the Spirit is spoken 
of as the Spirit of a Person twenty times to its being 
once spoken of as though it were a distinct Person. 
There are indeed several instances in which the Holy 
Spirit is personified or spoken- of as it would be nat- 
ural to speak of a Person 5 but the number of these' 
instances is much less than was expected previous to 
inquiry. And it is observable that the spirit or soul 
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ef man is also personified in the Bible, and spoken of 

as though it were something distinct from the man ; 

or ^s though the man and his spirit were two persons. 

Ins^tances of this are perhaps nearly as numerous as 

the instances in which the Spirit nf God is personified* 

But it ought to he distinctly noted, that when we have 

become habituated to the sentiment that by the Holy 

Spirit is intended a Person, the idea of a Person will 

iminediately arise in our minds, upon hearing or see" 

ing the words Holy Spirit or Holy Ghost, So if we 

had been taught from our infancy that the natural sun 

is a pers<iii, then we should think of it as such when- 

eyer it should come into view. This may account for 

its having been supposed that there is much in the 

Scriptures in favor of the distinct personality of the 

Holy Spirit. - 

In general, throughout the Bible, the Holy Spirit is 
spoken of as the spirit of a person, just as we speak 
of the spirit of man as the spirit of a person ; and in 
the,same manner as the sacred writers speak of the 
attributes of God; not as distinct Persons, but as 
something of a Person, or in a Person, or belonging 
to a Person. The inspired writers speak of the Spirit 
of Man, the Spirit of God, the Spirit of the Lorc'^ 
the Wisdom of God, the Power of God, the Goodness 
of God, and the Will of God. 

We may ajso observe, that when God speaks of the 
Spirit, he says, "my Spirit,'* just as he says, "my 
Power," "my Goodness," &e. These and similar 
forms of speech, respecting the Holy Spirit, are very 
numerous in the Bible, and they naturally convey the 
idea that the Spirit of God is not a distinct Person, 
but the Spirit of a Person ; as naturally as the forms 
of speech respecting Wisdom, Power, and Goodness, 
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eonvey ike idea ihat ihej tat attrUmtes %f a PersoB^ 
and not 80 many distinet Persons. 

If it were admitted, that the term God means three 
telf^opistent FereofnSy even on that sapposittoa the 
phrase, the Spirit ef Crod^ would not imply that the 
Spirit is one of those Persons, but. it would be the 
Spirit of three Persotis, 

If the Holy Spirit he a self*existentf Person distinct 
{jrora the Father, it is doubtless an «importaiM; troth, 
and one which we shoidd not expeet would have been 
nnrevealed until the taking place of the gospel dis- 
pensation. Yet may it not be said with saEfety, that 
there is no more evidence in the Old Testament of the 
distinct personality of the Holy Spirit, than there is 
of the distinct personality of the Power of God, or 
the Knowledge of God, or the Goodness of God ? For, 
as before observed, the Spirit is uniformly ^poj^en of 
as something belonging to God, and npt as a distinct 
Person* 

The phrases "the Spirit of God," "the Spirit of the 
liord," "my Spirit," "tliy Spirit," "his Spirit," are 
the usual phrases by which the Holy Spirit is repre- 
sented in 'the Old Testament. The teri^s, "the Holy 
(Trhost," are not, I think, to be found in it. The terms, 
iloly Spirit, are found three times ; and in each of 
those inst inces it is spoken of as the spirit of a per- 
son, and not as being a self^-existent Person. *'Take 
not thy Holy Spirit from me." "xind vexed his Holy 
Spirit"— "And put /lis Holy Spirit within him." Un- 
less, then, the saints under the Old Testament had 
soqpie evidence which has not come to us, was it pos- 
sible that they should believe that by the Spirit of 
God, or the Holy Spirit, was intended an independent 
Person ca-*eternal with the Father ^ 
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l?llLe maii&er of representing the Holy Spirit in the 
Old Testament is eommoh in the New.— ^We often 
read, in the New Testament, of the "Spirit of God,'» 
the **Spirit of the Lord j" we also read of the "Spirit 
rfthe Father," arid "Ais Holy Spirit." 

Some writers, if I have not misunderstood theiOy 
have been disposed to make a distinction between 
what they call "the personal Spiyit," and the l^irit 
of God or the emanations of Divine fulness ; but I 
have not been able to find any ground for this distinC'^ 
Ucm. That which is called the »Bpirit of God, or the 
Spirit of the Lord, in one place, is called the Hoty 
Ghost in another. In the prophecy of Isaiah, we 
have several predictions respecting the Son of God, 
^md his being endued wUh the Spirit of the Lord«-^ 
*'I h«tv^ put my Spirit upon him"— "The Spirit of 
the liordtxod is upon me," &e. These predietioiiB 
were fulfilled bn the day of Chrises baptism, when 
the Holy Ghost descended upon him. Matthew says, 
*HheSpmt of God descended:" Mark and Jolul sim- 
ply say, "the SpiHt descended ;" but Luke, in giving 
the same account, says, *the Holy Ghost descended.'^ 
From these passages it is evident, that "the Spirit,'* 
Hhe Spirit of the Lord," "the Spirit of God," and 
"the Holy Ghost,'^ mean the same thing. Moreover, 
when the Holy Ghost was given to the apostles in 
such an extraordinary manner, on the day of Peiite^ 
cost, Peter in his sermon said, "This is ti\at which 
tvas spoken of by the prophet Joel, And it shall eome 
to pass in the last days, saith God, thai I will pour 
out of my Spirit upon all flesh." 

There is another class of parallel texts which may 
help us to some correct ideas of the Holy Spirit. 
When Christ sent forth his disciples to preach, h» 

Digitized by Google ' 



.i9ft On the Character of the Holy Spirit* 

forewarned them that they should be brought before 
governors and kings for his sake. "But," said he, 
*Svhen they deliver yoii up, take no thought how or 
what ye shall speak 5 for it shall be given you in thai 
same hour what ye shall speak : for it is not ye that 
speak, but the Spirit of your Father which speaketh 
in you." [Matt. x. 19, 2d.] This is Matthew's re- 
presentation.*- -Mark expresses the same thing thus, 

. '^For it is not ye that speak, but the Holy Ghost," 
[Mark xiii. 11.]— Luke says, "For the Holy Ghost 
shall teach you in the sanae hour what ye ought to 
say." [xii. 12.3 And Luke, in another place, repeats 
this, or a similar promise of Christ, in these words, 
"For I will give you a mouth, and wisdom, which all 
your adversaries shall not be able to gainsay ner re- 
sist." [ch. xxi. 15.] From these several passages 
compared, it clearly appears, that the Spirit of the 
Father, and the poly Ghost, are the same things that 
the Spirit of the Father speaking in them, the Holy 
Ghost's speakings the Holy Ghost's teaching them 
what they ought to speak, and Christ's giving them 
a mouth and wisdom, are all of the same import ; and 
that the sum of the promise to the apostles was, that 
they should be endued with supernatural sufficiency or 
assistance on such occasions. ~ . 

2. That the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of God, is 
Bot a distinct Person, may appeal' from a number ol' 

, •ther terms which are used as synonymous. 

The breath of the Lord is used as synonymous with 
the Spirit of the Lord. The wicked are represented 
as consumed both by the ''breath of the L6rd," and by 
the "SpiHt of the Lord"— "By the blast of God they 
perish, and by the breath of his mouth are they con- 
#limed"— ."And then shall that wicked be rerealed 
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wKom the Lord shall, eonsume with the Spirit of his 
month,^^ Moreover, as an emblem of giving the 
Spirit^ Christ brkattied on his disciples, and said^ 
"Rqpeive ye the Holy Ghost/'* 

The HAND of the Lord and the Spirit of the Lord 
are used as synonymous, "So the Spirit of the Lord 
lifted me up, and took me away — ^but the hand of th« 
Lord was strong upon me" — "By his Spirit he halk 
garnished the heaven^; his hand hath formed th% 
crooked serpent" — ."The heavens are the work of thy 
Aa?ii"— "And the hand of the Lord was with them, 
and a great multitude believed and turned to thft 
lord." 

The finger of God and the Spirit of God are sy- 
nonymous. "By his Spirit he hath gamishcid tha 
heavens"-^**! consider the heavens the work of thy. 
fihgers^^ — *^'But if I cast out devils by the Spirit of 
Goi^ then the kingdom of God is come unto you"— ^ 
*^ut if 1 with the finger of Goc^east out devils, no. 
doubt the kingdom of God is come upon you." 

Can it be viewed as proper or respectful to speak 
of one self-existent Person as the &reafft, the hand^f 
mf the finger^ of another co-equal Person ? 

As the arw, the hand^ or the finger of a person, in ' 

subordinate to his will, so the Spirit of God is uni- 

'formly represented as subordinate to the will of Go^, 

t And as any thing which is done by the hand of a man^ 

is done by the man^ so any thing which is done by thf 

Spirit of God, is done by God. Accordiifgly, in Ae 

' Scriptures, the same things are at one time attributed 

• The Spirit of the Lord, and the breath of the Lord lire the 
Mine in the original. Is the breath of the Lord a Person ? !£«>' 
not, DfiUJher is the Spirit of the Lord or the Hoi; Spj^t.^ 
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to God, amd at another to tlie Spirit of .God, &r tbe 
Holy Spirit. 

3. The metaphors made use of in Scripture to re- 
present the Spirit, the act of ^ving or setw^ing^the 
Spirit, and ih% descent of the Spirit, are clearly 
against the opinion that the Spirit is a distinct Person. 
Water is the metaphor most frequently used to r^re- 
sent the Spirit ; and the act of sending or giving the 
Spirit is represented by pouring out^ sliedding fortk^ 
sprinklings washing, or baptizing ; and the descent 
of the Spirit is compared to the descent, of rain 
and dew. 

Giving the Spirit is also compared to giving water 
to drink, ancf to anointing with oil. And in reference 
to the impression the Spirit makes on the hearts of 
paints, it is compared to ink. 

Can you, sir, suppose, that these metaphors and 
representations properly apply to a Person, or tp the 
act of sending a self-existent Person ? Pouring out 
and sprinkling are perhaps the most comm.'^n meta- 
phors to represent the act of sending the Holy Spirit ; 
and what metaphors could you invent more impro|^r 
to represent the act of sending a Personrf* It is jGioi> 
who says, '^"I will pour out my Spirit." And if you 
say by God is meant only one of three self-existent 
Persons^ will you also say that oneselfrexistent Persom 
promises that he will pour out another self-existent 
Pefson? ^ 

Permit mc, sir,' to ask, what do you mean when yota 
pray tof God to pour out his Spirit P Do you mean tOt 
ask one self-existemt Person to pour out another ? Da 
you nol mean to ask God to make a gracious display 
•f his fulneiss for iha produjetion of some importai^o^i 
if 



Digitized by Google 



On the Character of the Holy Spirit. l&ft 

When you speak of. a great out-pouring of the 
, 'ftpirit of God, do you mean to represent that one self- 
existent Person has made a great out-pouring of an- 
other ea-equal Person? Do you not mean that God 
has made a great display of hiis power, wisdom, an<t 
goodness, ttpon the hearts and minds of men ? It isk 
presumed you will admit that the latter is your mean-, 
mg. And it is a comforting thought that my views of - 
Hie Spirit not only accord with the natural import of 
Scripture language, but with what appears to be the 
real views of God's people in thdr prayers for th^ 
Spirit* 

4. The Spirit of God is spoken of in the Scripture* 
as something which may he given, hymeasure^ or ttntfi' 
^ut measure : and when communicated or displayed 
by measure J we may speak of a residue. 

After John the Baptist had seen the emblem of the 
descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Son of God, he. 
^Bot only bare record that He is the Son of God, but 
also that "He whom God hath sent, speaketh the 
words of Gad; for God giveth not the Spirit by mea^'. 
sure unto him.^ In this verse, the Son's having the 
Spirit without measure!; is given as the reason whj^ 
ftie words which he speaketh are the words of God* 

As the Son of Qod had the Spirit not by measure^, 
so he had it in a manner that he could communicate 
it to others ; therefore John further testified, "Thiii> 
is He, or the 6ame is He, wliieh baptizeth with the 
Bol^ ^host.^^ But while the Sob had the Spirit 
without measure^ the apostles and faints had it 63^, 
vi/Basure^ 

. Tlie prophet Malaefai, in bearing testimony againgt : 
the conduct of the Jews in putting away their wives^, 
Ihrings uito view the wm coniiiel olCM te ersaiio% 
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in making but one woman for one nmn — ^"And did «ot 
he make one ? yet had he the residue of the SpiritJ'^ 
The idea intended to be communicated appears to be 
this, that God did not neglect to make more than onfe 
M'oman for one man through any defect of wisdom, 
power, or goodness. Had it been best, he was aH- 
sufficient to have made more, and would hav$ done it^ 
Does not, then, this text plainly suggest, that by the 
Spirit is intended the fulness or aU-sufficiency of God ? 
Aud do not the phrases, the Spirit by measure, and th© 
residue of the Spirit^ naturally oppose the opiniofn that 
by the Spirit is intended a distinct and independent 
Person ? 

As infinite wisdom saw fit not to place me on a level 
with you, and most of my brethren in the ministry,, 
in respect to the advantages of a learned education, 
you may think it improper for me to suggest any argu- 
ment from the Greek language respecting the Holj 
Spirit. But not pretending to much knowledge of that 
language, permit me to ask a few questions. Are not 
Uhe articles and pronouns in the Greek language, 
agreeing with the terms Holy Spirit, iiniformly of the 
neuter gender ? And are not the articles and pronouns 
agreeing with the Father and Son, of the masculine 
gender? And what is the ground of this distinction^ 
if the Spirit be a proper Person ? 

In reply to these questions, it has been said, that th* 
Boun, Spirit, is of the neuter gender ; and the geniu$ 
of the Greek language requires, of course, that the ar- 
ticles and pronouns should be of the neuter gender. 
All this is easily believed ; nor is it seen that, in thit 
respect, the genius of the Greek language differs froin 
*our owuv But why, sir, is the noun neuter P And how 
i^d yoH know that it was neuter, but by the neiil«r »f- 
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tides and pronouns P Had mascaline articles and pro- 
nouns been uniformly used tlkrougliout the New Tes* 
meut, as agreeing with the noun, JSpirit, would you 
ever have known or thought that the noun was of th« 
neuter gender ? 

In some instances, the translators gave us the pro- 
nouns, agreeing with the Spirit, in the neuter gender, 
according to the Greek— "The Spirit itself beareth 
witness with our Spirit." — ^''The Spirit itself maketh 
intercession for us."— Instead of itself they might 
have said himself as well as to have given us he^ his^ 
hinij for if, ifs, &e. And if they had as uniibrmly 
given us the pronouns in the neuter, as they are so ia 
the Greek, the appearance of the Spirit's being a dis- 
tinct Person would have been nearly excluded from 
the Bible.^ And we should have as much reason to 
suppose that by "tur Spirits" are intended Persont 
distinct from ourselves, as that by the "Spirit of God'* 
is intended a Person distinct from the Father. Thii 
probably would hav4 been completely the case, unless 
we should hare had some source of information, by 
which we should have been able to correct the natur- 
al import of inspired language. 

This subject of the pronouns is not introduced as 
having had any influence in forming my opinion of the 
Holy Spirit. It was formed previous to any informa- 
tion on this particular. Yet, in my view, this circum- 
stance corroborates that opinion, and is Morthy of the 
most serious attention. 

No person, in conversation with me, has pretended 
to deny the fact, that the pronouns in Greek for the 
Spirit are of the neuter gender 5 and no one has given 
me any satisfactory reason why they should be trans- 
lat'id as personal pfonciittS of the masculine gender* 
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It is, kowerer, powibie, that you, er some other per- 
son, may yet do it ; hut untU it is done, you i^ill alio^ 
•le'to consider the argument in view, as of great 
tr«ight against the personality rf the Holy Spirit. 



LETTER n. 

Sffme paisageis emsidered^ which have hem supposed 
' io supptrrt the PersomUiy of <Ae H(^ Spirit. 

RKY. SIIK9 

IT may he proper now to pay some attention I0 
those passages of Scripture, which have beai^ suppos- 
ed most certainly to imply the distinct personality rf 
the Holy Spirit 

1 Cur. ii. 10. "ITie Spirit seareheth aU things^ 
yea the 'deep things of God." 

This passage has muchof the kppearanceof fkvor* 
ing t!ie personality of the Spirit. But if we candidiy 
attend to the following verse, this appearance may 
disappear — "For what man knoweth the things of a 
man, save the spirit of man that is in him ? Even so, 
the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of 
God." It is obvious, that the SpiHt of God is here 
represented ag bearing the same relation to God, as 
the spirit of a man does to the man. But as a man 
and his spirit are but one person, so God and his Spir- 
it are represented as one Person. 

Mr. Jones has quoted. the last of these .verses, tq 
prove, in opposition to Arians, that the Spijrit of Grod 
is essentially God, as truly so as thv. spirit of man is 
essentially man. This text does indeed afford a con- 
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elusive arsument a^inst the Ariaik hjpothesis ; but it 
also affords an argument eq[ually cenclusive against 
the hypothesis of Mr. Jones. It is on the ground of 
the com^^arisim or jpor^Ue^ exhibited in the text, that 
Mr. Jones shows this text to be opposed to the Arian 
acheme ; and on the same ground it is as elearly op- 
posed to his 0WJI9 unless he would undertake to say 
tjliat a man and his spirit are two persons. K he eould 
make this appear to be true, then he mi^t well ar- 
gue that God and his Spirit are also two Persons. 

Aets r. 3. ^^But Peter said, Ananias, why hath 
Satan filled thine heart to lie unto the Holy Ghost P" 

Peter and other apostles hall been filled with the 
Holy Spirit in a remarkable manner ; and it was 
doubtless by the Spirit of God that Peter was. enabled 
to discern thA jieeeit dkXiA falsehood oi^ Ananias. His 
lying, therefore, was really lying to tlie Holy Spirit, 
Ananias, h^d been, a witness^ of the wonderful things 
whieh God Had done, and that the apostles h^d done, 
by the IJoly Spirit, or in consequence of being ^endu- 
ed with power froin^n high," and for him, in the face 
of Uiose manifestations of Divine goodness, wisdom, 
Und power, to " eom^ forward with a lie or deceitful 
pretencse tp the apostles, was truly to "tempt the Spir- 
it of the Lord,", or to temj>t the Lord to display the 
same power in his destructionj that. had been display* 
• ed for the salvation of otJiers. 

Heb. iii. 7. "Wherefore, us t!ie Holy Ghost saith^ 
To-day if ye will hear his voice." 

We have many instances in Scripture, in which it 
is represented that the Holy Spirit spake y saidj &c. 
The words of Peter will explain the matter — ^^'Holy 
men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy 
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Ghost." [2 Peter i. 31.] Gbd by hi? Spirit or fulne^ 
taught them what ^Hhej ought to gpeak." 

2 Cor. xiii. 14. "The graee of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the love of God, and the communion of the 
Holy Ghost, be with you all. Amen." 

This passage has often been urged with considerable 
•onfidenee as a proof that there are three self-exist- 
ent Persons in God, and that the Holy Spirit is one of 
those Persons. But a little attention to the natural 
import of the passage may be sufficient to show that, 
meither of these ideas are implied. We may note-^ 

1. God is here named as a Person distinct from the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ is named as a 
Person distinct from the self-existent God. 

2. The text does mot say, ^^communion unth th» 
Holy Ghost," as though the Spirit were a Person ; 
but ^ ^communion of the Holy Ghost," as thou^ the 
Spirit were something to be received. We have a 
similar phraseology, 1 Cor. x. 16. ^^The cup of 
blessing which we bless, is it not tlie communion of 
the blood of Christ .^" Neither the cup nor the blood 
of Christ is a person ; but a benefit^ of which we may 
be the tha,nkful partakers. The import of the bene- 
diction may be this. May you experience the grace of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, by being 
made thankful partakers of the Holy Spirit^ to sancti- 
fy, to teach, to support, and to comfort you forever. 

The phrase "fellowship of the Spirit," is the same 

in the original as communion of the Spirit. This by 

liPoole*s Continuators is ex^plained to mean, communion 

among saints in the ''grace of the S^nrit." [Pliil* 

ii. 1.] 

In our Savior's affectionate discourse with his dis- 

• 42iples before his passion^ for their comfort and sup. 
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pbrt, he promised them the H®ly Spirit under the title • 
«f the Comforter. The substaace of what he said in 
that diseoorse, respecting the character of the Spirit^ 
shall here be brought into view. 

"And I will pray«Hhe Father, and he shall give yon 
another Comforter, that he may abide with yon for- 
ever, even the Spirit of truth.'' [John xiv. 16, 17.] 

"But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, 
whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach 
you all things, and bring to your remembrance all 
things whatsoever I have said unto you." [John 
xiv. 36.} 

'''But when the Comforter is coine, whom I will seyd 
unto you from the Father, even, the Spirit of truth 
which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of 
me.'? [John xv. §6.] 

"If I go not away, the Comforter will not come in- 
to you I but if 1 depart, I will send him unto you ^ and 
when he is come, he will reprove the world uf sin, of 
righteousness, and of judgment." [John xvi. 7, S.j 

^ When he^ the Spirit of truth, is come, he will 
guide you into all truth, ^6r he shall not speak of him- 
self ^ but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he 
speak: And he will show you things to come. He 
shall glorify me, for he shall^ receive of mine, and 
shall show it unto you." [Jafan xvi. 13.] 

Had we no other passages of Scripture, by which to 
determine the character of the Holy Spirit, we should 
most naturally be led to the conclusion that the Holy 
Spirit is a distinct Person, Yet, it may be asked, 
should we conclude that the SpiriC is a Person iiwfe- 
pmdent and equal with the Father ? For throughout 
the whole description, is not the Spirit represented as 
fl^)M>rdiaate to the will of the Fatber ? ^ 
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In these passages, sir, we may eoBtemplate the 'Bolj 
Bpirit as properl^r jierstmt^^ under another name, for 
the same reason that we personify the natural sun 
when we wish to give a striking and impressiTe view 
of its glory, utility, and importaaee. And yet there 
seems to have been particular eare taken that our 
minds should not be misled by the personijicattoiu If 
you, sir, will be at the trouble of removing from these 
verses the mascidine pronouns^ and write neuter pro' 
nouns in their room, so far as the original will justify 
sueh a change, you may find the personifieation far 
less strong than it is in our translation. After you 
Imve made this change in the pronouns, you will not 
find the Spirit more strongly personihed, than the 
spirit or soul of man is often personified, or spoken 
of, as a distinct person from the man* Thus the 
Psalmist addresses his soul, "Why art thou east down, 
O my soul ? Why art thou disquieted within me ? 
Hope thou in God," &c. The rich fool is represented 
as addressing his soul as it would be natural t-o ad- 
dress another person— "I will say to .my soul,' Soul, 
thou hast goods laid up for many years, take thim 
ease, eat, drink, and be merry.'' 

Moreover, there are several things saidof theCoai' 
forter, which naturalli/ suggest the idea that it is iwt a 
Persoiu but an emanation of the Divine fulness^ which 
is intended. Yf hen Christ had named the Comforter, 
he imraediately explained — the Spirit of truth ; which 
naturally suggests the idea, that wliat he was sj>€ak- 
ing of was an efficient influence or emanation from 
that God who is truth. Besides, lie said, '^The Holy 
Ghost which jt?roc6>etto/i from the Father;" and this 
Is the precise idea of emanation. But it does not com- 
port with the idea, tliat the Spirit is an independent 
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person, co-e(|ual with the Father. There ig, howev- 
er, still more deeisive evidence to be prodiu^ed* 

These gracious promises of the Comforter were 
renewed to the apo»ties after Christ had risen from 
the dead ; ^nd in renewing the promises, the personiji-' 
cation was wholly omitted. 

In giving the account of what Christ said to his apos- 
tles between the resurrection and aseension, Luke, in 
his gospel states, that Christ said to them, "And be- 
hold, I send the fromise of my Father upon you ; but 
tarry ye at Jerusalem until ye be endued with pow- 
er raoai on high." — Luke xxiv. 49. 

In the introduction to the Acts of the Apostles, 
Luke brings the same thing again iiito view, but in a 
different form. After mentioning that Christ "show- 
ed himself alive after Lis passion, by many infallible 
proofs, being seen of the apostles forty days, and speak- 
ing of things pertaining to* the kingdom of God," ha 
adds, "And being a,ssembled together with them, eom- 
msmded them that they should not depart from Jeru- 
salem, but wait for the promise of the Father, which, 
saith he, ye have heard of me. For John truly baptiz- 
ed luith water^ but ye shall be baptized with the Holy 
Ghost not many days hence." 

The apostles wei% inquii^itive, and asked, saying, 
"Lord, wilt thou at this time restore again the king- 
dom to Israel ? And he said unto them, It is not for 
you to know the times or the seasons which the Father 
hath put in his own power. But ye shall receive 
'power after that the Holy Ghost is come upon you.^^ 

In these several accounts there is an obvious refer- 
ence to the priorj?romiseof the Comforter^ and these 
passages serve to explain the import of that promise.' 
To be endued with power from on highj to be baptized 
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with the Holy Qhost, and to have the Comforter sent 
unto them^ are all the same thing* The snhstanee <^ 
the whole was this, that they should be endued with^ 
mpematural powers^ supernatural fortitude, super- 
nattiral support, assistance, and contort $ and thua be 
prepared to go forth m the name of Christ to preach 
the gospel, and to cor^irm their doetrines by signs 
amd wonders or ineontestible miracles. 

And it may be worthy of particular notiee, that the 
Holy Spirit is represented as somethings unth which 
the apo»t]es should be baptized, as John baptized with 
water. "John truly baptized wirn water, but ye 
shall be baptized wj^h the Holy Ghost.^^ The Holt 
Spirit, in the baptism which the apostles were to 
receive, answers to the water in the baptism admin- 
isiered by John. And unless we may suppose that ihe 
water in John's baptism was an a^ent, we may not 
suppose the Hqly Spirit to be an agent in the baptism 
received by the apostles.* 

The promise of Christ was fulfilled 5 for "when the 
day of Pentecost was fully come, the apo&tles were 
all with one accord in one place. And suddenly 
there came a sound from heaven, as ef a rushing 
mighty wind, and it filled all the house where th^ 
were sitting. And there appeared unto them elovai 
tongues, like as of fire, and it sat on each of them. 
And they were all fMed with the Holy Ghost^ and 

• As the metaphor of vfater is abundantly used to represent 
the ffoly Spirit, baptixing with the JfQly Spirit harmonizes with 
that metap^pr ; the same m pouring out, shedding forth, sprink- 
ling, &c. In tlie New Testament, six times we have the repre* 
sentation of baptizing -with the Holy Spirit. But where shall 
•we find one instanee in which the Holy Spirit is represented sit 
an Jigent or ^dimnistrator in baptizing ? 
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began to speak with other tongaes as the Spirit gave 
them utterance.^^ 

Thus, sir, was Christ's promise of the Comforter 
fulfilled ; the apostles M^ere baptized wjfH the Holy 
Spirit ; they were endued with power from on high ^ 
and as the first fruits of this pQwer they spake lan- 
guages that they had never studied or learned ; and 
they spake as the Spirit gave them utterance, 
^Let us now attend to Peter^s aceount of the fulfil- 
ment of the promise of the Comforter, which he gave 
in his sermon on that memorable oceeasion. 

**Thi8 Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we all are 
witnesses. -Therefore being by the right hand of God - 
exalted, and having received of the Father the prom- 
ise of the Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this which 
ye now see and hear.'' 

As the Holy Spirit in this baptism answered to the. 
water in John's baptism, and as Christ himself had 
become the administrator of this baptism, Peter with 
great propriety said, '^He hath shed forth this which 
ye now see and hear."" '^ 

Thus evident it is, that, in Peter's view, the Holji, 
Ghost is something which may be shed forth by the 
Bon <»f God to whom the Spirit had been given not by 
measure ; by Mm, in whom it had pleased Uie Father 
that all fulness should dwell. The same view of the Hoi j 
Spirit is given by Paul> in his epistle to Titus — '"Ac- 
eording to hk mercy, he saved us by the washing of 
regeneration, and renewing of the Holy'Ghost^ whidfl 
he shed on us abundantly through Jesus Christ out 
Savior." £Titus iii. 5, 6.] 

If by the Holy Spirit be meant flie fulness of God, 
•r an efficient emanation of Divine fulness, the word 
Aed naT very properly h% naed to «xprws the mum^r 
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of its being given or sent. But who will say that this^ 
is a proper term by which to express the act of giving 
or sending a Person? And if we may believe that the 
apostles understood the promise of ^^the Comforter, 
which is the Holy Ghost," may we not believe that 
the Holy Spirit is not a Person distinct from thi^ Fa- 
ther and the Son P 

Thus^ sir, it has been my endeavor to explain what" 
Christ intended by the Comfort er> by making Ihe 
Scriptures their own interpreter. You will not, it is 
hoped, see any sophistry in my reasonings upon this 
particular. And if not, it is believed you must, atlei|st, 
very strongly doubt the correctness of any theory 
which supposes the Holy Spirit to be a Person. For 
in no other instance is the Spirit so strongly personifi* 
ed as under the name qf the Comforter. 
. Matt xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7, will be duly noticed 
in Part IV, 



LETTER m. 

Other considerations, to show, that by the Boly Spi$nt 
is nfit intended a distinct FerBon* 

REV. sin^ 
HAYING endeavored faithfully to examine most ef 
those passages of Scripture which have the greatest 
appearance of favoring your views of the Holy Spirit^ 
and believing it has been shown that they are perfect- 
ly consistent with my ciWTi without amy forced eorf*- 
struction, some farther considerations, w hich have haj 
Sfre^t weight on ^y mi^d against the hypothesis, that 
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the Spirit is a distinct and seli-existent Person, mli 
90W be a4ded. 

1. Much is said in, the Scriptures of the mutual: 
love between th(s Father and the Son, and the dis-^ 
position of each to hpnor the other 5 bat where shall 
xye find the least intimation, at. ajiy loye on the^part 
of the Father or the Son towards the Holy Spirit a» 
a Person ? or on the part of the Holy Spirit towards^ 
either the Father or the Son P Yet if the Spirit be » 
Person, as distinct' from the Father and the Son, as 
the Son is from the Father, should we not have rea« 
SQn to expect thesam^ evidence of wMufiil love in the 
9ne ease as, in the other ? And since the evidence of 
mutual love between the Father and the Son is soi 
abundant in the Scriptures, and no mention is mad^ 
of any love between the Father and the Spirit, noi: 
between the Son and the Spirit, have we not strong 
ground to believe that the. Spirit is not a distinct 
Person ? 

2. We have mneh said in the Scriptui^es of the love 
of the Father t«)wards mankind, and also of the love 
of the Son 5 but what is said of the love of the Spirit 
towards our ituined rac^ ? Not a word. 

^^^ We are required to love the Fi^ther^ and to love 
the Son, as two distinct Person^ ; but where do you 
find any requirement to Ipve the Spirit as a Persop 
distinct from the Father or the Son? Noi in the 
Bible. 

4. We have both precept and example for worship-, 
ping the Father and the Son, as two distinct Persons i 
but have, we either precept or example in the Scrip- 
tures for paying Divine homage to the Spirit ftn « 
Person ? 
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0. We bave an aecoiint, in the visions of Jolin, of 
ihe throne of God and of the Lamb ; bat does John 
make any mention of the throne of the Holy Spirit ? 
Or is there any intimation in the Bible, that the Spirit^ 
as a Person, has a throne In heaven ? v 

' Now, sir, on the supposition that the Spirit is a 
Person eo-equal with God the Fathei*, how will yon 
be able to account for these distinctions^ or these 
omissions, in the sacred Scriptures ? If we could find 
flie same evidence of mutual love between the Father 
and t!ie Holy Spirit, as between the Father and the 
Son ; and the same evidence that th6 Spirit, as a Per- 
son, loves mankind^ as that the Father and the Son 
do 5* or if we could find such evidence in favor of 
loving and honoring the Spirit as a distinct Person, 
as for loving and honoring the Fatlier and the Son ; 
it niight seem presumptuous to call in question the 
personality of the Spirit. But since {he Scriptures 
are silent in all these important respects, sufi^r me ta 
dissent from your opinion ; and to take the Scriptures 
for my guide in preference to any human theory. 

6. Though St. Johft had no vision of the Holy 
Spirit as personally seated on the throne, he had a 
vision of the enthroned Lamb of God, as having s^eit 
horns and seven eyes, which are the seven Spirits of 
€rod. Tbese seven Spirits of God have been under- 



• It tauy be said, that **the low of tlic Spirit" is onee meth- 
' tioned by St. Paul, Rom. xy. SO. But it is needless to giTe am. 
toxposidoQ of ray own, to sbow that the passage does not repre*^ 
sent the Spirit as a Person loTing. It ms^ suiHce to cfsipj th# 
exposition of Mr. Boole's Contlnvators, who were Athalasiaa 
writers — "An^ for the love of the Spirit'*—^, d, ''If you love 
^e Spirit of God ; or rather if the grace of ioTC he wrvughl |l^ 
j^ou. by tiie Spirit, ikfivr liin t^s tiiisg." 
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i(N>od by 8ome Athanasian expositors to be the Same 
as the Holy Spirit. This appears to bo eorrcct But 
that an indiTidual Person should be called the seve» 
Spirits of God^ mu^t appear very unnatural 5 but if 
by jthe Holy Spirit be intended the Divine fulness of 
sufficieney, this may well enougk be called the seyea 
Spirits of God in reference jto its perfection and inani-^ 
fold operation. ^ In a text, several times quoted, we 
read, with respect to the Son, that ^^God giveth not 
ihe^Hl^t t>y measure unto him f^ and, in the passage 
now.lie&re us, we find Christ represented as havii^ 
seven horns *and seven eyes, which are the seven 
Spirits of God. Horns are understood to be an em-* 
blem of power J and.e^es of wisdom. . Then the seven 
horns and sev^n eyes denote the perfect fulness of 
Christ, and Ids aU-^sufficiency to open the book, and 
|p loose the seals, or to direct and govern the affairs 
of the universe. In view of this plenitude of wisdom * 
and power, with which the Sou was endued, and bis 
taking the book and opening the seals, all that stood 
about the throne ^^sung a new song, saying. Thou art 
worthy to take the book, and to open the seals there- 
of; for thou wa$f shdn^ and hast redeemed uf^o God 
by thy blood, out of every kindred, and tongue, imd 
people, and nation." — Let us, my dear brother, ^ 
and do likewise. 

Here it may not be amiss to suggest some serious 
questions for your consideration, with a request that 
you would weigh them in an even balance. 

1. If the Holy Spirit be a distinct Person, co-equal 
with the Father, is he not in the Scriptures exhibited 
in a manner which appears degradivgj and truly un- 
accountable ; as bearing the sa^i^ relation to God oM 
an attribute ; or as the ]iand or finger of God 5 as 
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being eonstanUy subject to the control or the will of 
another Person : never exhibited as a distinct olyeet 
of worsliip or of love / never addressed in prayer a» 
a Person, either by the saints, or by Jesus Christy 
though the Father was often addressed P 

2. If you, and these with you in sentiment, -do 
really view the Holy Spirit as .a distiuet Person equal 
with the Father, are you not justly ehargeable with 
want of respect, yea with disrespect^ towards the 
Holy Spirit ? How seldom do we hear the Spiritjgpiea-. 
tioned in prayer, otherwise than as something lyhich 
is subordinate to the will of God, which may be givr. 
en, sent, or poured out, for our benefit ? At the close 
of your prayers, you often mention the Spirit, as 
though you tho.ught it to be a Person 5 but this is fre-< 
quently the only iustanee in which, through the whole 
eoui*se of a prayer, there is the least intimation that 
the Spirit is viewed as a Person. . But if, in youc 
view, the Scriptures do really authorize the belief 
that the Holy Spirit is a distinct Person, and of equal 
dignity with the Father, bow will you be able to an- 
swer for your iuconsisteuey in treating the Father 
with s^much more respect than you do the Holy^ 
Spirit ? was not the Holy Spirit reason to accuse you 
of partiality ? But in vindieation of your conduct, 
you may say, and that with great propriety, that the 
Holy Spirit is not so much as named as a Person in 
any prayer recorded in the Bible ; and that we are 
not required to address prayers to the Spirit as a dis- 
tinct Person. But, sir, if you have such ample ground 
on which you may justify your apparent neglect of 
tlie Spirit, have you not reason to examine the ground^ 
of your faith ? Does not the very ground on which 
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you would justify your eouduct, aflford reason to doubt 
the correctness of your theory ? ^ 

3. Do not your habitiud^ practical^ and devotional* 
viCTvs of the Father,' the Son, and the Holy Spirit, 
harmonize much better with my present theory', than 
they do with your own ? This may seem to you an 
extraordinary question ; but it is proposed, sir, with 
considerable contidenee, that, on due reflection, if you 
answer it at all, it must be in the affirmative. My 
eonfidenee in this matter results partly from experi- 
'ehee, and partly from observation. When you ap- 
proach the throne of grace, and j9o?er owf yowr HSARf 
before God without any s^itdied respect to theory^ do 
you not address God as one Person only ? Do you not 
use the terms God, and Father, as perfectly synonym 
movs 9 When you thank God for the manifestation of 
his love, in sending his dear Son to die for our offences, 
do you not naturally consider tl\e Son as a Being prop- 
erly distinct from the Father, naturally subordinate to 
the Father, but exalted with the Father's right hand ? 
' When you pray to God that he would pour out his 
Holt Spirit^ is not this your real prayer, that God 
would make a display of hi* power, wisdom, and love, 
for the production of some desirable efiect ? Do you 
iiot m^an to ask for some efficient, productive emana- 
tion of his fulness ? If, in your habitual and devotion- 
al views, the Spirit were a distinct Person, co-equal 
with the Father, would it not be more natural for von, 
in prayibg for the Spirit, to address your petitions 
directly to the Holy Spirit, than to pray "the Father 
to send or pour out his Spirit ? Foes it not then ap- 
pear that your devotional and habit ^al views are con- 
formable to the theory I have adopted, and in opposi- 
tion to your own ? How then will you be able to vindi- 
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TART IT. 



FOJ\^ OF BIFFICULT PAS* 
OF SCRIPTURE. 



LETTER I. 
rpretatlon daied and applied^ 



' Letters J my views of many jias- 
wlneh have been supposed to favor 
rVj have been occasionally given. 
! -^ Lu vvKicli no distinct attention • 
- my wish to bave error detected, 
y ne^vi. Suffer me, therefore, to 
1 1 o p ic t1 rules of interpretation, and 

il" their application. 
; ijjLiires were inspired, to instruct 
, us [115 M (»rds according to their 
I . and not to confound them by an 

I u hich this rule is expressed, is 

^f^rini^'s sermon on the self-exis* 

s applied to the many thousands 

t>nal pronouns of the singular 

bstitiites for the nouns Gor^ 
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«ate your eonduc^ before God^ from a charge of incoiu 
«isteney9 in supporting a tl^ry whi^h i$ repognant to 
your ov^n habitual and deyotional views, or in indulg- 
ing habitual and deYotional views which are repug- 
4iant to the theory which you profess to believe ? And 
permit me to ask, which does God consider the real \ 
sentiments of your heart, those which you jpxprtss m 
ttdvoeating your theory, or those which you habitually 
and naturally express in your daily prayers to him ? 

It is, sir, most sensibly felt, that the the<^es, pre- 
possessions, and learaiug, of the Christian world, are . 
At present not on my side. But no small consolation 
is derived, by considering the general tenor and nat- 
ural import of Bible lai^uage very clearly in f{k,vi>r of 
jeach part of the theory set forth in the ibregoing Let- 
ters. It is also consoling to consider the language of 
Christian devotion in such agreement vrith my viewa^ 
that whatever may be objected against them, may, 
with equal propriety, be objected against the most de- 
rout feelings and language of my brethren. And as 
long as these things shall appear so much on my side^ 
nothing can deprive me of the pleasing expectation 
that the theory, now exposed to public view, will be 
found substantially correct, approved of Gud, and that 
which the whole family of Christ will ultimately re- 
mve, and rejoice in forever* 
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^ftV EXAMEN'JITTOJS' OF BIFFICULT PM- 
SAGES OF SCRIPTURE. 



LETTER I. 

Rules of Interpretation stated and applied, 

KEV. SIR, 

' IN tbe preeeding Letters, my views of many jias- 
sages of Scripture, which have been supposed to favor 
the Athanasian theory, have been occasionally given. 
But there are others to which no distinct attention • 
has been paid. It is my wish to have error detected, 
if there be any in my views. Suffer me, therefore, to 
lay before you my adopted rules of interpretation, and 
give you a specimen of their application. 

Rule L *^The Scriptures were inspired, to instruct 
common readers, by using words according to their 
eommon acceptation, and not to confound them by an 
abuse of language.'* 

The language in which this rule is expressed, is 
borrowed from Dr. Spring's sermon on the self-exis* 
tence of Christ, Btod is applied to the many thousands 
6f texts in which personal pronouns of the singular 
rt!!?7')C!!: are used as substitutes for the nouns Go») 
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Lord Gob, &c. and the inferenee is, that God is one 
Person only. 

The same.nile is applied to the numerous texts in 
which Christ is represented as the Son of Grod, God's 
OWN and only Son ; and the inferenee is, that Christ 
is not the self-existent God, but the Son of the self- 
existent God. 

Bide IL The terms used in Revelation must he un- 
derstood in a sense eorrespondiiig with some analogy 
known to men. 

According to this rule, ai^o, k i£ inferred, that the 
Son of God cannot be a self-existent Person. It is 
likeivise concluded, that thei*e are no passages of 
Scripture which were designed to teach us that three 
Persons are but one intelligent Being : nor that there 
may be two intelligent Beings in one Person. As 
extraordinary as it may seem, both of these eimtra-. 
dietory hypotheses pertain to your theory. Crod you 
suppose to be three distinct Persons; and yet but one 
intelligent Beii^g. You also suppose that Christ is 
both God and a Man united in one Person. Tbis, it 
is thought, amounts precisely to the hypothesis of two 
intelligent Beings in one Person, I& it not, sir, extra- 
ordinary, that great and good men should adopt two 
hypotheses so manifestly contradictory, while neither 
of them can be supported by Scripture, nor illustrated 
by any analogy in nature ? 

But did not Christ say, I and my Father are one ? 
Yes, sir 5 but he never said, I and my Father are 
bid one intelligent Being. Nor have we any analogy 
which can justify such an interpretation of the words. 
There are many senses in which a Father and a Son 
may \ie one, besides that of one Being. And in no 
other ease, in which the words are used by a Son* 
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should we have the least saspician that this is the in* 
tended import God and Christ may be of one nature 
as a Father and 8on } they may be one in affection, 
in interest, and in operation; they may also*be one in 
respeet to fulness and authority, as has been already 
noted and explained. 

When Christ made this declaration, the Jews ac- 
cused him of blasphemy, and of ^^making himself 
God." But Christ, in liis answer, distinctly let them 
know that his words imported no more than that he 
was truly the Son of God, and as such' united with 
the Father — ^''Say ye of Him whom the Father hath 
sanctified and sent iirto the w orld, Thou blasphemest, 
beeanse: I said, I am the Sbn of God." 

Bule m. Bo far a« the Scriptures may interpret 
themselred, by comparing Scripture with Scripture, 
such interpretation is to be preferred to any human 
hypothesis. 

. This rule has been found of extensiye application. 
The Divine names and titles given to the Son of God; 
the Divine works and honors ascribed to him, and his 
Divine fulness^ are all distinctly accounted for in the 
Scriptures, on the ground of the Father's love and 
pleagnre. Therefore, these titles, these works, these 
honors, or this fulness, may not be considered as evi- 
dence of the personal self-existence of the Son of God. 

Rule IV. In many instances, it is necessaiy to take 
into view the customs of the peojile to whom the Scrip- 
tures were originally communicated, and to consider 
in what light they would most naturally understand 
particular passages. 

The prophecies respecting the Messiah were prob- 
ably originally written for the comfort and benefit of 
the good people among the Israelites or Jews 5 at 
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least, this may be supposed to be one principal objecf^ 
of the predictions. In the prophecies, the promised 
Messiah was called by varioas names, and some of 
them were Divine names, or names of Divine import. 
He was not only called David, and David the Ring, 
but it was predicted that his name should be called 
Emmanuel, Wonderful, Counsellor, the Migh- 
ty God, the Everlasting Father, and the Princ& 
OP Peace. 

If we would know how a Jew would be likely to 
understand these names or titles, we shoidd consider a 
custom which was eommon among ths Jews, viz. that 
of giving significant names to persons, plac*es, altars, See, 
At the close of our great Bibles we have a table of the 
names used in the Old Testament, with their sev^ul 
significations. If you will examine this table, you 
will find that ether Persons had pivine names, beside 
the Messiah.F~See a few of these names, with their 
nignifieation — Bliashib^ the God of conversion — £11- 
Jahf God the Lord, or the strong Lord — Eliphalet, the 
God of deliverance— JE7/is/ux, the salvation of God— 
Lemuely God with them, or him. They ako gave Di^- 
vine names, or names of Divine import, to places and 
altars — Jehovah-jireh^ the Lord will see or provide*^ 
Jehovah-Jflssi^ the Lord my Banneiv— £{-e{o^e-2srae2, 
God, the God of Israel. 

Now, sir, imagine yourself to have been a Jew, liv- 
ing in the days of the prophets, and perfectly acquaint- 
ed with the custom of giving significant names ; then 
consider what ideas you would naturally have taken 
from the various names given to the promised Messiah. 
If you had heard him called David^ or David the 
Kingy would you have supposed that the Man who 
killed Goliah was to appear again as the promised 
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Savior P If you had heard the prophet say, respecting 
the promised Son, They shall eall his name Emmari' 
udy would you have supposed that God himself was 
to eome as the promised Messiah ? Would you not 
rather have supposed the Son to be one in whom God 
would make some gracious manifestations of himself 
to men ? If you had heard him called the Mighty 
Godf and Everlasting Father, would it not have been 
natural for you to suppose that the Son was to foe one 
in whom the Mighty God and Everlasting Father 
would make surprising manifestations of his power 
and his kindness ? If you had heard him called, ^^Tha 
Jjord our Righteousness,^^ what would have be«n morei 
natural than for you to have supposed, that the Mes- 
siah was to be one in whom Jehovah would display hia^ 
righteousness, or one through whose righteousness, 
men should be benefited by Jehovah ? 

Accustomed as the Jews were to believe in one God 
•nly^ and to speak of that God as only one Person ; 
accustomed as ttey were to the use of significant 
names of high import ; would it not have been un- 
speakably more natural for tJiem to understand the 
names of the Messiah as significant, importing some 
such ideas as I have mentioned, than to suppose that 
the Son to be bom was the very God who had/7ro7i»^ 
ised. to SENJD HIM into the world. 

The prophet did not say tho Son shall be Emman- 
uel, but ''they shall call his name Emmanuel." He 
did not say, the Son shall be the Mighty Godand Ev- 
erlasting Father, but ''his name shall be called^^ &e. 
And this phraseology was probably, used with direct 
reference to the custom of the Jews in giving signifi* 
tant names. And the Son's having the Divine names 
thus given him by the spirit of prophecy, is so prooJt 
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that he is personally the self-existent God, any more 
than his being called David, or David the King, is a 
proof that he was personally David the son of Jesse. 

It may be useful, in this conneetion, to consider what 
expectations were in fact excited among the Jews, by 
the Divine namea given to the promised Messiah. 
And is there, sir, any evidence, that any Jew, whether 
learned or unlearned, good or bad, ever iinderstood 
the Divine names giv^n to the Messiah, as importing 
that he should be the self-existent God ? If no such 
idea was excited in the minds of pious Jews, by the 
use of those names, we may reasonably suppose that 
no such idea was intended in the predietioMs. 



LETTER II. 

^ fifth Rule of Interpretation stated and applied 

REV, SIR, 

PERMIT me now to state and apply another raki 
of interpretation. 

Bute V, Parti6ular phrasos, terms, and epithotl^ 
are to be understood in a sense which is consistent with 
the general tenor of the gospel, and the character of 
the objects to which they are applied. 

There are two things respecting Jesus Christ, which 
are, in my view, supported by the general tenor of the 
gospel, viz, 

1. That he is truly the Son of God. 

2. That he^ obeyed, suffered, and died^ to open jtbe 
way for our sajv^tioo. 

» 
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These, two points are not only supported by the gen- 
eral tenot' of the gospel, but they appear to be essential 
to the gospel plan of salvation. If we deny the.^e, do 
we not in effect deny the gospel ? If we deny these, da 
we not make God a liar ? 

If these are points nnquestionably revealed, and^ 
supported by the general tenor of the gospel, then all 
the particular phrases, terms and epithets, used in re^ 
spect to the Son of God, are to be understood in a sense 
which is eonsistent with these leading truths of the 
^spel. 

There are several texts of Scripture which hav» 
been understood as supporting the idea that the Son 
of Ood is absolutely self-existent, independent, and 
immutable. But as this doetrine is, in my view, m*^ 
eonsistent with what have been stated as truths sup- 
ported by the general tenor of the gospel, let us exam<- 
ine those texts, and see whether they do netessarih^ 
import what you and others have imagined. 

John X. 18. ^^I have power to lay it down, and I 
have power to take it again. This eommandtnent have 
I received of my PatLw." 

If, in any instance, the S^.^ of God said any things 
which imported that he h^d independent power ^ this i» 
the instance-^But Christ did not say, *^I have iride- 
pendent power.^^ — ^Besides, it is belieVed, that in this 
case, the word |7oirer is the same as authority. And 
this authority or this commandment Christ says he re- 
ceived of his Father. ' We may add, the resurrection^ 
of Christ from the dead is abundantly and explicitly 
attributed to God in distinction from the Son — ^^^God 
raised him from the dead.^ 

Micah V. 2. "Whose goings forth have been from 
of oldf from ev$rlasHng*^^ 
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Whatever existed before the world, may he said to 
be of oldy from everlasting. In the eighth chapter of 
Proverbs, Wisdom^ or Christ under the,name of Wis- 
dom, is represented as using language similar to that 
in the text before us — ^^'The Lord possessed me in the 
, beginning of his way, before bis works of old: I was 
set up from everlastixigj from the beginnhig, or ever 
the earth was.'' But Wisdom adds, "When there 
were no depths, I was hroughi /orf^"-t.Before the 
\i\\hyyf9AlhTought forth — ^'Then I was by him as one 
brought up with him, and I was daily his delight"—* 
Brought up with him as a Son with a Father ^. and as 
a Son, was daily his delight. The Son was from ev- 
erlastingf as he was brought forth before there were 
either depths or hiUs. ^ 

Rev. i. 17. "I tim the First and the LastJ^ 

In the forty-fourth chapter of Isaiah, the Lord of 
Hosts adopts this title, and says, "I am the First and 
the last J and besides me there is no God." 

In view of these texts, Mr. Jones forms this argu- 
ment — ^^^There is no God besides him who is the First 
and the Last ^ but Jesus Christ is the First and the 
Last: therefore, besides Jesus Christ there is no 
God." If this be fair reasoning, we may draw an- 
other conclusion, viz. "The God and Father of our 
Lord j£sus Christ," is not Gop. Is it not amaz- 
ing, that Mr. Jones should reason in such a manner f 
In several instances, his conclusions as fnUy exclude 
the Father from being Gob, as it is possible that 
language should do it. 

In Isaiah, God did not say. Besides us there is n^ 
God; but, "Besides aie there is ?jo .-j^d." His words^ 
therefore, as fully exclude every othes Ferson as .every 
tHier Being. 
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When Clirist said, ^<I am the First and the Iast>'' 
he immediately added, ^^I am he that livethj and was^ 
dmdP He is therefore to be considered as the First 
and the Zosf in a sense which is consistent with his 
having been dead. There are several senses in 
which Christ may style himself "the First and the 
Last" — lie may be so called ^ the constituted Head 
and Chief of creation ; and as in his g'ory, as well as 
the glory of the Father, all things will terminate-* 
He may be so called as the •Author and Finisher of 
faith ; or, as a Son, he may bear the Divine tiiles of 
his Father. 

Heb. xiii, 8. "Jesns Christ, the same yesterday,, 
and to-day, and forever." 

This text on which so much reliance has been plac- 
ed, has no verb in it ; and, therefore, considered by 
itself, it contains no affirmation. For the beginnifng 
of the sentence, and the sense of tl^e text, we have to 
look back to the preceding verse, ^'Remember them 
who have the rule over you, who have spoken unto^ 
,you the word of God ; whose faith follow, consider* 
ing the End of their conversation, Jesus Christy the 
same yesterday, and to-day, and forever*"' 

It is evident, that it is as the End of Christian: 
eonversation that Christ is here brought into view. 
And by Jesus Christy we may understand not merely 
his Person, but his interest and glory. This End of 
our conversation is of immutable and perpetual im- 
portance—the same yesterday, to-day, and forever. 

Heb. i., i2. "But thou art the same^ and thy years 
«hall not fail." 

This text was quoted from Psalm cii. and there 
was used in an address to God« This circumstance 
is worthy of note, and in my view, is the only diffi<; 
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culty presented by the text Why were words, whicli 
were first addressed to God, qnoted and applied to the 
Son ? Perhaps you will not find me able to answer 
the question ; bnt if so, it will not hence follow that 
it is unanswerable. 

In the dth verse, the apostle quoted a passage from 
the Old Testament, and applied it to Christ, which 
was originally used in respect to Solomon— <*I will 
be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son.'' 
These words are to be found three times in the Old 
Testament, and each time they are contained in a 
gracious promise of God to Dayid respecting his son 
Solomon. Y/hy then did the apostle quote these 
words and apply them to Christ, as though they had 
been originally used in respect to him ? The answer 
must probably be this, that Sol(>mon was a type of 
Christ. May we not then suppose, that the words, 
which were firat addressed to God, were quoted- by 
the apostle and applied to Christ as the Son and 
"image of the invisible God ?" 

Let us now attend to the import of the text: "Bnt 
thou art the sam^, and thy years shall not fail." Here 
we have exhibited a contrast between the vMderwJL 
world and its constituted Creator. And what is the 
contrast ? One waxes old and is liable to perish, and 
the other will remain the same without end. This, 
it is conceived, is the most which can be supposed to 
be necessarily implied in the text. And what is here 
affirmed of Christ, agrees with what he said of him- 
self, "I am the First and the Last. I am he that 
liveth and was dead 5 and, behold, Iliveforevermm^eJ^ 

You suppose the text imports absolute immutability. 
But, sir, was it no change in the Son of God to pa«s 
from the form of God to the form ^^Muf^^'^X Wa« 
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it no change to die, and to be raised again from the 
dead P Is he now^ at the Father's right hand, in all 
respects the same that he was when he cried with a 
loud voice, "My God, my God, why hast thou for- 
saken me?" 

Permit me, sir, to ask, whether the Greek word 
MVTH^ which in the text is translated sarmj is any 
where in the New Testament used as importing ab- 
solute immutability, unless it be in the two texts 
which I have been last considering P If the clause 
iiad been translated- "But thx)u art Re^^ meaning h* 
with peculiar emphasis and distinction, would it not 
have been a literal and correct trtCnslation P 

But let the translation be as it is, only let the word 
jKime be understood in a sense which will not contra- 
dict the gospel of Divine Love..— It is my choice te 
believe that God has ^^spared not his own Son ;" and 
not to believe that he made a mere ^low of so loving 
the world, when he did not in reality. It affords ma 
far greater satisfaction to believe that the Son of God 
was capable of personally doing and suffering ac- 
cording to the representations of Scripture, than I 
could find in believing that there is a want of 
strict truth and simplicity in the gospel representa- 
iioBs of Divine Love. 
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LETTER HI. 

Other texts considered. 

HEV. SIR, 

SOME texts on i^ldch Mr. William Jones has 
placed great relianee, may now be introdaced. 

John iii. 2d. ^^He that hath the Bride^ is^ the 
Bridegroom.'' 

Isaiah liv. 5. ^^Thy Maker is diy husband; the 
Lord of Hosts is his name.'' 

Mr. Jones says, ^^The church, which is the Bride, 
ean no more have two Husbands, than Christ can 
Mve two churches." * 

Whatever difficulty may be involved in the idea of 
two Husbands to the church, the difficulty cannot be 
diminished by supposing a greater number^ Yet Mr. 
Jones' theory plainly supposes three distinct Persons, 
dr agents, each of whom is the Husband of the church. 

The truth is, that there is in no other sense two 
Husbands to the church, than there are two Creaiors, 
Saviors, or Lords, As God creates and saves by his 
Son, so hf his Son he shows the kindness of a Has- 
baiM to the church. The Son is the constituted Cre- 
ator, Savior, and Lord^ so he is the constituted Head 
and Bridegroom of the church. Accordingly, "The 
kingdom of heaven is like unto a ce];tain King, who 
made a marriage for his Son." 

Rom. ix. 0. "Whose are the fathers, and of whom, 
as concerning the flesh, Christ tame, who is oyer all, 
Ood blessed for even Amen." 

That Christ is, in this text, called God, will not b« 
positively deniedii But if he be, we may reasonably 
suppose that it is in the same sense that the Fathel* 
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eaUs Urn God, in his address, Heb. i. 8, 9-— that is, on 
the ground of a constituted character. See Part n» 
Letter IV.— -But it is my prevailing o]^inion, that the 
latter clause of this text ought to be understood as an 
expression of gratitude and praise to God, the Father, . 
for giving Ms Son to come in the flesh, and exacting 
him as Lord overM; and that the^verh he is nnder- 
stood in the original, and should be supplied in the 
translation, so as t# have the clause read, ^^God he 
blessed forever. Amen." The verb he^ you know, i« 
often understood in the Greek, and oft«i supplied is 
the translation \* and it is so several times betweea 
the words Uesseitf and Bod. By comparing the Greek 
word in this text, with other texts in which it is trans* 
lated hlessed^ it appears to me clearly to import grati* 
tude and praise ;t and such exclamations of gratitude 
and praise to God, are common in the writings of the 
apostle Paul. You will be pleased to examine and 
judge for yourself. As it respects the point in ques- 
tion, it is to me a matter of perfect indifferency in 
which of the two senses the text is understood. 

2 Cor. V. 19. *'God was in Christ, reconciling the 
world to himself 

Mr. Jones says, "Were there no other passage of 
'Seripture to be found, tliis alone is suifLcient to over- 
throw* the whole doctrine of Jlrianism*^^ — ^However 
true this observation may be as it respects drianism^ 

• See Luke L 6S. 2 Cor. YiiJ. 16.— ix. 15, Eph. i. 2, 3.— iii. 
31. Rom. vi. 17. 

t Was not our word eulogize, from the Greek wor<!, in this 
text, whicli is translated blessed ? And if it were common to 
apeak of eulog'izing' God, might not the sense of the text he thus 
expressed. Whose are the fathers, and of whom, as concerning 
ftie iledhj Christ came^ who is OYcr all, God he eulogised forever; 
Ameu ^ 
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the text will be found perfectly harmonious with mj 
Tiews* Ood U evidently sgokeu of as one Persou 
ofdy s ftiid Christ as another Person distinct from 
God. ^^God was in Christ reconciling the world to 
}|iMS£LF«" Himself is a prxiper pronoun for one 
J?er$onf and God is the antecedent This one Person 
/ealled God, was in another Person called Christ, If 
Christ were himself God, and, as Mr. Jones affirms, 
(he only trufi Qod^ let me be inftrmed what God was 
in Christ. 

• In remarking on this very text, Mr. Jones says, "the 
wol*d God, though of the singular number, is of plural 
comprehension | and he explains himself to mean that 
it comppses three Persons. The import of the text 
would then be, that three Persons called God, were in 
Christ, reconciling the world to himself. It may he 
bsked, ought not the pronoun to be themselves ? Be-* 
sides, if by God be meant three Persons, Christ is a 
fourth Person, and, not one of the three included in the 
name God. The same would be true of the phrase, 
"theiSfonofGod." 

1 John V. 20. "And M^e are in him that is titie, 
even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true God, 
and eternal life." 

With great confidence, this text has been urged as 
an infallible proof that Jesus Christ is personally the 
true and self -existent God. But let us, sir, examine 
impartially, and take the connection into view — ^"And 
we know that we are of God, aud the whole world 
liejth in wickedness. And we know tliat the Son of 
God is come, and hath given us an understanding that 
we may know him that is true ; and we are in him 
that IS TRUE, even in ms Son Jesus Christ. This ig 
tlie TRUE Go©, and eternal life," 
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Sometimes the sense of a passage is rendered ob* 
Bcure by tlie repetition af pronouns ; and it is ever saftr 
to substitute the nouns for the pronouns. Let us d» 
so in regard to this 20th verse. The apostle had men- 
tioned God, in the preceding verse. He goes on to 
say, ^^And we know that the Son of Gob is come, and 
hath given us an understanding, that we may know 
God that is true ; i&nd we are in God that is true^ 
even in God^s Son Jesus ChrisU This is the trub 
God, and eternal Kfe.'* » 

Now, it may be asked, whieh of the two is ealled 
the '^TRUE God" in the last sentence, he that is rep- 
resented as the TRUE God repeatedly in the preeed- 
ing part of the verse, or the Son of the true God 
who had come to give us an understanding that we 
might know God that is true ? Unless we are to be- 
lieve that John mmnt to teaeh us that there are more^ 
irut Gods than one, we must suppose the true God 
in the last sentenee is the same Person as the trub 
God in the preceding sentence^ of whom Christ was. 
the SoN« 

Christ, in his prayer to the Father, whom he styled 
the ONLY TRUE GoD, Said, **I have numifested thy 
name to the men thou gavest me out of the world.^' 
This perfectly agrees with John's account, that "the 
Son of God is come, and hath^t*en us an understand- 
ings that we may know Him that is trueJ'^ As Christ 
was in the flesh ; as the only true God was i« Ckrisf; 
and as the business of the Son was to give us an un- 
derstanding of him that is true, or to manifest the 
TRUE God ; so God was nuinifested in the flesh, 
[l Tim. iii. 16.] 

Isa. viii. 13, 14. "Sanctify the Lord of Hosts 
himself 5 and let Him be your fear, and let Him be- 
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your dread. And Hs shall be for a Saiietuary : hit 
for a stone of stnmbUng and for a roek of offence to 
both the houses of Israel.^' 

1 Peter ii. 7, 8. «*Tbe Stoke whieh the builders 
'lluallowed, the same is made the head of the eomer^ 
and a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence J" 

From these two texts, compared, Mr. Jones draws 
this eonelusion, ^^Christ is the Lord of Hosts himself. 

That by the Lord of Hosts is here meant the setT- 
txistent God,, is admitted. It is also admitted, that, 
in the text quoted from Peter, Christie ealled the stove 
of skimbUnff mid roek of offence. Isaiah says of the 
JLord of Hosts, that '^he dbalfhe lor a skme of stum- 
Uingy^^ &e« But how shall he be thus ? By some act 
af his providence^ or some man^estotiofn of himsdf. 
The event proved that' the act or manifestation ^re^ 
dieted was that oi sending his Son in the lUceness of sin-- 
fid flesh. As €lod thus manifested himself in the Per- 
son of his Son, He beeame a stone of stumbling, that 
isjhe did tAo^ at. whieh his people stumbled. And at 
the same time, his SonwM a stumbling block or stone 
of stumbling. Accordingly, by the same prophet 
God said, **Behold I lay in Zion a Stone, a tried 
8tonb, a PRECIOUS cornbr Stone.*^ [Isa. xxviii. 
16.] This text is also quoted in the New Testament, 
and applied to Christ. This precious ^corner stone 
was a stone of stumbling and rock of offence : This 
Stone was laid in Zion by the Lord of Hosts Him- 
self ; and by this act of his providence, he became 
a STONE of stumbling to the unbelieving of ^' both the 
liouses of Israel." 

Psalm Ixxviii. 56. "They tempted and provoked 
the Most High God." 

1 Cor. X. 9. "Neither let lis tempt Cffxisry as some 
of them alsp tempted, ^^ - y - uy ^ ^ ^^ .^ 
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^^Therefore," says Mr. Jones, "Chbist is the Most 
High Gob.'' 

Christ said to his disciples, ^He that d^|>iseth me, 
despiseth him that sent me." On the same ground 
we may say, he that tempted Christ, or the ^Angel 
of God's Presence f tempted God. But. if we must 
hence infer, that God and Christ are the same Person 
or Beingy what will be the inference from these words 
of Christ, t'He that despiseth you, despiseth me ?" 
Must we not infer, that Christ and his apostles are 
tHe sanie Person or Bdng ? 

In Rom. X. 19 — ^2i, we read, "First, Moses saith, 
I will provoke you to jealousy by them that are no 
people* Bttt £saias is very bold and saith, I was 
found .of them that [sought me not. But to Israel 
he ^aith. All day long have I stretched forth my hands 
to a disobedient and gainsaying people." But if we 
look into the Old Testament, we find that all these 
things were said by Jehovah, the God of Israel. 
Moreover, we read, ^^As for Saul, he made havoek of 
the church, entering into every house, and haling men 
and women, committed them to prison." But Christ 
eonsidered this as persecuting himself; and said to 
him, "Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me ?" Now, 
sir, if it were safe to follow Mr. Jones in his method 
of drawing conclusions, it might be inferred that.^osea 
and Isaiah were the God of Israel, yea, "the Lord 
6f Hosts himself," and that the men and woipen^ 
persecuted by Saul, were Christ bimself.^ 

If a King has an own Son, whom he delights to hon- 
6r, and who is united with him in government, what-^ 
ever the Sang does by kis Sojf, may be properly at- 
tributed to either the Father, or the Son : And the 
disrespect shown to the Son may be considered fts dis- 

Digitized by Google 



2Si! . ^n Examination of 

respect to both the Fatlier and the Son, Had these 
ideas been duly considered and applied by Mr. Jones, 
a great part of his inferences and conclusions would 
probably have never appeared in print. But by disre- 
garding such analogies^ he compelled the Bible to 
speak hi$ mind. 



LETTER V. 

The Son of God not the same Person as the God of 

Israd^ 

REV. SIR, 

MUCH time and labor have been expended, and 
much ingenuity displayed, in attempts to prove that 
Jesus Christ is the very Person who is called the God 
of Abrahanij and the God of Israel, in the Old Testa- 
ment. That he was the Jingel of God, and the MedU 
nm i^^ Divine manifestations^ has been already admit- 
ted ; but that* the Jlngel of God and the God of Isi'oel 
mean the same Person, is not admitted. For the 
phrase the •Angel of God as clearly presents to the 
mind tivo distinct Beings^ qne of which is sent by the 
etJier^ us the phrase the Messenger of David. Be- 
sides, the Goxl'of Israel said respecting this Angel, 
"Beware of him, provoke him not, for he will not par- 
don your transgressions ; for mt name is in him." In 
these w ords, the God of Israel is, in the most decided 
maimer, distinguished from the ^ngel of his Presence^ 
as another Being or Agent, 

That fhe Son of' God is not the same Person as the 
God of Abraham, or the God of Israel, may appeaj:. 
fronj ihc following eonsidera^tions : 
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1. It was ih& God of Israel who gave the promise 
of the Messiah. He Bcver promised that he would 
he the Messiah ; but the Messiah was to be a Son 
whom the God of Israel was to raise up. 

2. The title given to Christ as the Son of God, will 
naturally lead us to the same conclusion. It was the 
God of Israel wha proclaimed from heaven respecting 
the Messiah, "This is my beloved SonJ^ As Christ 
was made known to the Jews a» the Son of God^ 
would they not naturally be led to conclude, that if 
he were the Son of any God^ he was the Son of the- 
God of Israel ? And if you, sir, suppose that he is 
the very Person who was called the God of Israel^ 
please to inform me of what God he was the Son. 
Will it not follow inevitably from your hypothesis, 
either that Christ was not the Son ojp God, or that 
the God of Israel was the Son of some ofHEk God .? 

3n We have the most decided testimony, botli of 
Chrkt and his apostles, that the Person who is called 
the God of Abraham and the God of Israel, was the 
Father of Christ. In John viii. 54, we have the 
testimony of Christ himself — ^''Jesus answered, If I 
honor my«elf, my honor is nothing ; it is my Father 
that honoreth T^e, of whom ye say that Hi; is your 
God.'' What God, sir, did the Jews say was thdr 
God ? Was it not the God of Israel ? If so, then the 
God of Israel was the Father of Christ. And is not 
this testimony of Christ suilicient to overbalance all 
the .arguments on ycoir side of the question ? And un- 
less you can persuade yourself, that Christ might he 
both the Father and the Son of himself, must you 
not either relinquish ybm* hypothesis,, or call, in ques- 
tion his veracity ? 

JVIoreover, from, this portion of Christ's testimony, 
we may learn, that when he spake of God, he mec^ 
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Ills Father ; and when he spake of his Father^ he 
fiieant the God of Israel, Therefore, whenever he 
■pake of God, or his Father, his language implied 
that he himself was not the Person who had heen 
called the God of Israel. 

Let us now listen to the language of Peter, Acts 
iii. 13. ^^The God of Abraham, and of Isaae, and of 
Jaeob, the God of our fathers, hath glorified his Son 
Jesus.^^ This testimony is too plain to need any 
comment. 

Paul, in his address to the dispersed Israelites, 
whom he found at Antioch in Pisidia, said, ^*The God 
of this people of Israel chose our fathers, and ^Lalted 
the people where they dwelt as strangers in the land 
of Egypt." He then rehearsed a number of events 
between that period and the days of David ; and hav- 
ing mentioned David as a man ^^after God's own 
heart,'' he added, "Of this man's seed hath God, 
according to his promise, raised unto Israel a 
Savior, Jesus." [Acts xiii. 23.] 

In the first verse of the epistle to the Hebrews, we 
read that "God, who at sujidry times and in divers 
manners spake in time past unto the fathers, hy the 
prophets, hath in these last days spoken to us by 
HIS Son." Was it not the God of Israel who spak^ 
hy the prophets? If so, Christ was the Sox'of th« 
God of Israel. 

In support of the idea now before us, a very consid- 
crable part of the New Testament might be quoted ; 
for at thci very foundation of the gospel this idea is 
laid, that Jesus Christ is the Son of the Qod qfilsrad^ 
and this idea runs through the writings of the evan- 
gelists, land the sermons and epistles of the apostles^ 
The matter is so deaxly and so abundantly expressed^ 
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tliat it is-ama^ing tbat any oae, acquainted with the 
fi^^riptares^ sSbuM ever entertain the idea that Jesits 
Christ ivas thet^ery Person who had been called the 
QodoflsraeL 

In regard to the tescts which har^ been rdied on to 
prove that ChnUt k the very Person who was called 
the God of Israel, it may be observed, that the most 
|»f them wo^ld be easily explatned^ and the argument 
set aside, by only making a proper distinction betwees 
the AifGSiK. of 6od as^the M^muM of Divine rnrnd* 
fesiati&n, and the God who was mawifosied throng 
tlNitMeidfiim^or by only observing that whatev^ 
lOod does by Christ, may be properly attributed either 
to God or his Son, Many of the principal texts of^ 
this class have been already examined; and it kr 
hoped enough has been said to convince you, that the 
hypothesis that Christ is the Person who is called the 
God of Israel, is without any solid foundation in the 
BiUe. But the circumstance, that this hypothesis 
has been so long and so generally admitted by pious 
Christians, may be considered as evidence that it ha» 
had advocates who were esteemed eminent for jpi^fi/r 
and ability. For it is difficult to conceive, how any 
«-thing short of distingui^ied eminence of character in 
lis advocates could ever have given currency Hmd pop* 
ularity to an opinion so manifestly repugnant to the 
ea^ess declarations of Christ and his apostles, and 
to the general tenor of the gospel. 

If you, sir, should be disposed to say, that you never 
implicitly denied that Christ is the Son of God, let 
me ask. Is not an attempt to prove that Christ is the 
very Person who is called the God of Israel, an implicit 
denial that he is the Son of God ? Would not a seri- 
ous attempt to prove that Isaac was the very person 
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who was ealled Abraham, imply a imial that Isaae 
was the S&n of Abrahadi P ^ 

POSTSCJOPT. 

NO one thing relating to this subject has astonished 
me more than the attempts of ministers to prove that 
Jesus Christ is the very Person ealled the ^€hd of 
IsrojeV^ With jast the same reason, and show of 
argum^t, yon might attempt to prove that he is the 
Tery Person called ^Ood the Fatker.^^ Any argu- 
ment by which you attempt to prove that Jesus Christ . 
is the Person called the God of Israel is of the same 
weight to prove that he is God the Father. This 
eircumstance, if duly eonsidered, may give you reason* 
to suspect that abmrdify or sophistry is implied in all 
such arguments. 

In Isa. xliii. i±, the Holy ONE says, "I am the 
Lord, and besides me there Is no Savior ;" and as 
Jesus Christ is ealled our "Lord and Savior,'' you 
infer, that Jesus Christ is the Holy ONE of Israel, 
who said, "Beside me there is no Savior.'' This is 
one of your strongest arguments. 

Now all you here wish to prove is, that Jesus Christ 
is a Person in the one God ; but if your argument 
proves any thing, it will prove that Jesus Christ is 
the God and Father of himself, or that God the Father 
is not a Savior. For the Holy ONE did not say, 
besides us there is no Savior, but " besides me there is 
no Savior." Yet we have as full evidence that the 
title Savior originally belongs to God the Father, as 
we have that he is the Supreme Being, or the "God 
of Israel." 

Besides, in your argument, a principle is assumed 
by which we can as fairly prove more than three 



Mffieidt Passages of Scripture. 230 

PeiSQBs in Deity as we can prove that Christ is a 
Person of the one God, As the Hoij ONE said, 
^^besides me there is no Savior^^^ you assnme the prin- 
ciple, that each PersoA to whom the Scriptures give the 
title of Savior must be a Person of Deity 5 and as 
this title is given to Christ j you infer thfit he is the 
living Oed« 

But in 3 Kings xiii. 5, we read, that jthe "Lord 
gave Israel a Savior.^^ You will not pretend that this 
Savior was either the Father^ the Son. or the Hoi}) 
SpiriU In Neh. !«• 27 ^ we find the Jews confessing 
that when their forefathers were in aiflictton, the Lord 
gave "them Saviors who saved them out of the hajids 
of their enemies." Neither. the number norihe names 
of ihe»e Saviors are given in the connection ^ but there 
was ti plurality of them, and we may probably find 
their names in the history of the Judges. But are we 
to admit that Othniel, Ehud, Gideon, &c. &e. are Per* 
sons of Deity P If not, your argument fails. 

You may indeed reply, that we are expressly told, 
tliat these were Saviors whom the Lord gave or raised 

^up. This is true ; and it mgood evidence that these 
persons were not the Deity or Persons in the one God. 
But we are no less plainly told, that "God raised unto 
Israel a Savior Jesu^ ^^^ "Him hath God exalted with 
his own right hand to be a Prince and a Savior ;'' and 
that "the Fatheh sent tho^SoN to be the Savior of 
the world." 

How then are we to reconcile the idea of a pluralittf 
of Saviors with the declaration of the high and lofty 
ONE, "besides me there is no Savior ?" He is the 
only independent Savior. He saved Israel by raising 

4lp dependent Saviors ; and he saves sinners by send- 
ing ftis Son to be the Savior of the world, 
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Thag fallaeioiisy aad t]i«8 easily, anvwered, are all 
ihe arguments to prove that Jesus Christ is the very 
Ferson called the God of Israel. They either prove 
too muchj or they prove nothing. 



LETTER VI. 

On 1 John v. 7, S. • 

aEv* sniy 

IN the first edition of my letters toyoo,! aduiitledy 
as genuine, i John y. 7, and endeavored to show that 
it contained nothing inconsistent with my own views. 
I was not then ignorant of the faet that the f^enutne-' 
nes8 of the text had been denied ; but I had not seen 
the evidenca of it^ being spurious. Since that time, I 
have seen evidence which, I think, must be sufficient 
to satisfy any mind which is free from prepossessions^ 
To admit the text, and remark upon it as genuine, 
after such conviction, would be little better than to 
Countenance forgery. Instead, therefore, of again 
admitting the text, I shall exhibit the evidence by 
which I was convinced that it was an tmtoarranted 
inUrpolation. As the evidence will be taken from a 
Trinitarian author, it is hoped that it will be satis- 
factory to you and many otliers. 

The writer of the "Eclectic Review*' of the **Im- 
proved Version,** and of "Griesbacb'is Greek Testa- 
ment," decidedly approves of the omission of the text 
in thosQ works, and says, "It is found in no Greek 
MS. ancient or recent, except one to which we shaU 
presently advert; in no ancient version, being inier-^ 
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polaied only in the later transcripts of the Vulgate. 
Not one of the Greek fathers recognizes it, though 
nany of them collect every species and shadow of 
argument down to the most allegorical and shocks 
ingly ridiculous, in favor of the doctrine of the Trinity; 
though they often cite the words immediately con- 
tiguous both before and after ; and though with im* 
xnense labor and ar{ they extract from the next word^ 
the very sense which this passage has, in following 
times, been adduced to furnish. Of the Latin fathers 
not one has quoted it, till Eusebius of Lyons, in the 
middle of the fifth century ; and in his works there is 
much reason to believe that it has been interpolated. 
Under these circumstances, we are unspeakably 
ashamed, that any modem divines should have con- 
tended for retaining a passage so indisputably spu^ 
rious." 

This, sir, is the decision of one on your own side 
of the question ; and one who has given evidence that 
he possesses both learning and candor* In connection 
with the text which has how been given up, I intro- 
dueed the following verse, "And'therte are three that 
bear witness in earth, the spirit, the water, and the 
hloodj and these three agre^ in ohe,^ Upon this text 
t made some observations to prepal^e the way for a 
right understanding of the passage contained in the 
Hpostles' commission. But as considerable was then 
i^aid, whieh has no immediate connection with the 
main subject of inquiry, I shall here give only the 
' Jeading thoughts as they relate to the institution of 
baptism* 

By the Spirit is understood those Communications 

6f the Holy Spirit which have been given for the con^ 

firjnation of the truths of the>gospQl, and the promotion^ 

2i ^ .,„..... ^^^^le 
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of the Christian religion; By the water and the hlood 
which bear witness, is supposed to be meant baptism 
and the Lord^s supper, as instituted memorials of the 
inauguration and the death of the Messiah* 

The sabbath, circumcision, and the passover wer^ 
respectively m^mmiaUi of extraordinary events. Th« 
Lord^s day is kept as a memorial of the resurrection 
0f the Son of God ; and the Lord^s supper as an insti- 
tuted mem>orial of his death. It is, therefore, reason- 
able to suppose that baptism is, ^also, an instituted 
memorial of some extraordinary event. When our 
Savior was baptized by John, he was inducted into 
office, tiie Spirit descended and abode upon him, and 
God from jon high proclaimed^ "This is my beloved 
Son, in whom I am well pleased." No event, prior 
to this, had been more worthy of a perpetual memoriaL 
But of this event we have no memorial unless it be 
that of Christian baptism. Nor is there any event 
but this, of which baptism can naturally be supposed 
the memorial. Therefore, as by analogy we are led 
to believe that baptism is a memorial of some inter- 
esting event, and as no other event can be so naturally 
supposed fo be the one, it is believed that it was insti- 
tuted as the memorial jaf the Messiah's induction to 
office, when he was baptized wiihtvater, endued with the 
Spirit^ and announced to the world as the Son ofGrod. 
It was on this occasion that ^^God anointed Jesus of 
Nazareth with the Holy Ghost." Accordingly, in 
instituting the memorial, the God who anointed, the 
Son who was the subject of the anointing, and the 
Hobj Spirit, with which the Father anointed the Son^ 
are all brought to vmw^ 
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LETTER Vn. 

The Apostles* commission considered^, 

REV. BIR5 

THE language of the iipostles' commission, Matt, 
xxviii. I89 19, shall now bp considered. 

"And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All 
power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Ga 
ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost." 

That the text, as it stands in our translation, does 
very naturally suggest the idea of baptizing by the 
mtiiority of three Persons, is admitted ; and of course 
it suggests the idea that the Holy Spirit is a Person. 
But when this view of the text is urged, as the only 
possible meaning, there is perhaps one thing overlook^ 
ed, which ought to be considered ; and some things 
taken for granted, which require j?roq/^ that is not ea- 
sily obtained. 

In the verse already quoted, immediately preceding 
the one so much relied on, Christ had said, ^^All pow- 
er is given unto me in heaven and earth." And what 
is here asserted appea^rs to be overlooked. It was, 
sir, on this very ground, that he added, '^Goje, there- 
fore, into all the world,'' &c. Now, il* 0§rist had all 
authority in heaven and earth j his authority must liave 
been sufticient for baptizing in his own name, without 
connecting any other.— Nor does it appear very nat- 
ural to suppose thatChrist wouhl say to tliis effect, I 
hfLYe allauthority J go ye, therefore, and baptize by 
the joint authority of myself and tito other Persons,.^ 
And has it not been silso too much overlooked, that weu 
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have no example for baptizing in any other name than 
that of the L. rd Jesus ? If it be a matter of so much 
moment as has been suppo&ed, that baptism should be 
administered in the name of three PersanSy is it not 
-somewhat extraordinary that we are not able to find 
so much as one example of tbe apostles to support th^ 
practice ?' 

But perhaps some things are taken for granted as. 

well as overlooked. The things which seem to have 

been taken for granted, that require proof, are these— 

4. That the preposition^ which is translated in^ 

does not mean into^ to^for, or unto — 

2. That the word name, unquestionably means otu 
thority-^ 

8. That the design of Christ, in the passage, was ta 
show the authority by which baptism is to be adminis-^ 
teredf and not the end for which it is to be adminis* 
tered. 

Respecting the Greek preposition «$, you are 
doubtless sensible that this is much more frequently 
translated info, fo, or for, than it is in. And had . 
either of those words be«n used in the text instead of 
in, this would have entirely precluded the idea of bap- 
' tizing by the authority of three Personsu 

. And the word name is abundantly used in the Scrip- 
tures, as o^1fte same import as the word character: 
it is also usel for renown, glory, or praise ; and it is 
sometimes used as of similar import with the word 
vmnorial. In one or other of these senses the word 
is used much more frequently than as importing ait- 
thority. ~ 

It is, sir, my present opinicin of the words in dis- 
pute, that it was the design of Christ to express the 
OBJECT or ENi>/or wMch, and ^ot teh AUTuoftiTT 
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hff wkich^ baptism is to be administered ; and that the 
preposition would be more properly translated so a» 
to read Ho the name," or ''for the name,'' than "in 
the name." 

Some reasons or analogies, to justify tliis explana- 
tion or construction of the text, may now be stated. 

1. This construction agrees with the character of 
the Holy Spirit, as already illustrated froni the general 
and natural import of Scripture language. 

2. This construction corresponds with thAdea that 
baptism is a standing witness and nieinmal in the 
ehnrch, that the Son of God came by water, and wa^ 
publicly inaugurated, endued, and announced, as the 
promised Messiah, the Son of God^ 

3. It agrees with the frequent use of the word namef 
as signifying renown, glory, praise, or memorial. 

When monuments are erected, or memorials insti- 
tuted, to perpetuate the memory of illustrious charac-^ 
ters, or illustrious events, reno^vn, glory, and praise, 
are the object of these memorials. When memorials 
are instituted to perpetuate the memory of remarkable 
and distinguishing events of Divine providence, they 
are designed for the renown, glory, and praise' of God. 

4f, When, in the New Testament, ai:y thing is said 
to be done, or required to be done, for a witness, for 
a sign, for a testimony, for a memorial, or to the 
glory, or to t&e praise of God, this same preposition, 
f<(, is used, and translated for or to. And can one 
instance to the contrary be found in the New Testar 
ment P 

Thus, sir, yon have before yott some of the analq-^ 
gies which at least seem to justify me in supposing, 
that it was the design of Christ, in the apostles' com- 
viissioD, to express the smd for which^ and ^et sier^ 
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ly the AUTHORITY hy which^ baptism is to be admih^ 
istered. Tbe authority by ii^hich^ is indeed ex- 
pressed in the introductory words, "All power is 
given unto me in heaven and earth; go ye, therefore^ 
but the clause in dispute appears to me not desired 
to re-pjcpress the authority ^ but to show the e^d for 
which baptism was instituted. 

Can you, sir, produce such analogies in support of 
the common construction of this passage ? Can you 
produce on^nalogy from the fiible which will justify 
yoQ in sa\ing that this text requires us to baptize by 
the authority of the Holy Spirit as a distinct Person ? 

If the construction now given of the passage should 
be admitted and adopted, it would occasion no change 
in the form of words to be used in baptizing, but 
simply thatof lisihg fo, or for^ or M?2fo, instead of iv^ 
The adoption would, however, open a dcor for much 
to ba pertinently and profitably said, respecting that 
momentous event in which the promised Messiah was 
puSliely iuaugiiratedj endued, and announced to flie 
world as the Son of God; and the grace andg?ory- 
which was displayed on that memorable occasion. 

In this inauguration we may contemplate a fulfil- 
ment of what had been promised and predicted, and 
jjlso of Avhat had been typified in the manner in which 
prophets," priests, and kings, had been invested with 
their respective oilices. The holy oil was poured on 
the heads of prophets and kings, as an emblem ot 
the Ifeiy Spirit'^ with which the Messiah was to be 
endued, Aaron was first washed with water, and- 
then had the oi^ of consecration ]poured on his bead, 
^8 the Son of God was first washed or baptized, and 
then endued with the Spirit of God, If we may 
connect, intone view, the Old and the New Testameni' 
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fdrms of inauguration or ordination ; in that event 
we may behold the Messiah eoiwlescending to come 
, to John, his herald, to be washed with water as Aaron 
was ; then we behold him making his own ordination 
prayer ; and what is still more august, we may be- 
hold the Eternal Father performing the solemn- 
rites of laying on of hands, and giving the Right 
Hand of Fellowship — ^He first sent down his Holy: 
Spirit^ which is often represented as his Hand ; this 
ttbode on the Son ; then, with an andible voice, God 
proclaimed, in the ears of attending angels and men| 
'^This is my beloved Son, in w^hom I am well 
PLEASED." ^ A scene more august, and more expres* 
sive of GRACE and glory^ had. perhaps never beea* 
seen in heaven nqr eartli.. 

POSTSCRIPT. 

LET it be distinctly understood, that the opinion^ 
that baptism was instituted as a memorial of the in- 
auguration of the Messiah, is not viewed by me a» 
essential to the main theory respecting the Father, 
San, and Holy Ghost. The opinion- resulted from a 
gerions inquiry into the me^.ning of ClirisVs coming 
by water^ and of the water^s bearing witness. It is 
proposed, tor examination, as that which appears to 
me probably true* But the main things had in view 
. do not depend on the correctness of that opinion. 
Various reasons maybe given for the use of the terms 
Holy Spirit J in the apostles' commission, which do- 
not imply the personality of the Spirit. But what, 
sir, if no such reason could be given by me, or bj 
yourself? Shall one clause of a text, of doubtftd iwi- 
]glortf be admittec^ as JStroof of a/acif, in opposition tor 
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the general tenor of plain and inspired represenia^ 
tions ? More, it is believed, than two ktendred times, 
the Holy Spirit of God is brought into rievr in the 
Beriptures, in a manner which clearly conveys the 
idea, that, by the Spirit, a self-existent Person is not 
intended. And shall one^ two or three texts, which 
seem to favor your opinion, be allowed more weight 
than two hundred others which are clearly in opposi- 
tion ? Suppose, sir, that after long and laborious in- 
quiry, I could obtain no satisfactory exposition of th« 
disputed clause in the apostles' commission, which 
would accord with my present views of the Holy 
Spirit ; and on that ground should give up the whole 
theory, and return to your doctrine of the Trinity } 
what then would be my situation P I must cease to 
reflect, or must take into view the numerous XAXi^ 
which naturally oppose your idea of the Spirit, with 
the multitude which arc opposed to the self-eanstence 
of the Son of God, and the many thousands which 
distinctly represent God as one Person only. Oh the 
whole, then, instead of one perpledcing text, I should 
have to encounter many tliousands, each of which, 
according to the natural import of language, wou)d 
be opposed to the doctrine that I should profess to 
believe. If you will show me how those numerous 
classes of texts can be fairly reconciled to your doe« 
trine, and how the representations of. Divine lovk 
in the gospel can be consistent with your views of the 
Son of God, you will easily reclaim me from my snp-* 
posed error. For whatever may have been your viewf 
of my feelings or my motives, this is a fact, that it is far 
' from being a pleasant thing to me to be obliged to 
dissent in opinion from such a multitude 9S worthy 
characters. 
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There is one consideration whieh will probably 
Lave inftuenee against the admission of the sentiments 
of these Letters, viz. That the writer is a person 06- 
scurely situated, of private education, and unpromiS'- 
ittg advantages. All this may, in truth, be said. But 
sopietiines God has ^^chosen" weak and unpromising 
instruments to carry on his work, 'Hhat no flesh should 
glorif in his presence.^^ Besides, if "the Scripture* 
were inspired to instruet common readers, by usin^ 
words according to their commxm acceptation^^ it is 
possible that a person, under all my disadvantages,, 
may investigate the truth, by making the Scriptures 
his only guide. It has been no part of my object te^ 
inveni a new theory. My aim has been to investir 
gate, represent, and support, such sentiments as ar& 
revealed in the Bible, admitting words to be used 
^^aceording to their common acceptation," comparing 
Scripture with Scripture. If, on due examination, i^ 
shall be found that any sentiment, in these Letters, 
may be properly ascribed to me as the author, let it 
be rejected. But you will allow, that sentiments, of 
whieh God is the Author, should not be rejected, who- 
ever may be the writer. "Can there any good thing 
come out of Nazareth r" This, you will remember, 
was a question whic^ once arose in the mind of an 
"Israelite indeed 5" and, perhaps, on the same ground, 

. thousands of others, to their own ruin, rejected the 
Savior of the world. On no better ground, it may 

' .be, that thousands will reject the sentiments con- 
tained in these Letters, even if they are sanctioned 
by the oracles of God, 
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LETTER Vm. 

Conclusion. 

&EV. SIR, 

THIS series of Letters has already been extendedP 
leyond my original design. It shall now be dosed. 
I am not insensible, that publishing my views exposes 
me to attaeks from every denomination of professing 
Christians. Yet no man ean have less desire to be 
engaged in public controversy. But being not my 
own, it would be wrong to suppress what to me ap- 
pears honorary to Christ, for the sake of private ease^ 
quiet^ er popularity. 

Freedom has been used in examining your opinioils, 
and the opinions of others ; but, at the same time, it 
has been an object of my care to cultivate, in my 
heart, feeling? of tenderness and respect lor my fellow 
Christians of different opinions. In writii^, it lia» 
been my arm not to wound ^our feelings, or the feel- 
ings of any other man. While writing this last Let- 
ter of the series, my conscience bears me witness, 
that not one sentence in the whole has been dictated 
by the feelings of displeasure against any one of mjr 
fellow creatures. 

These Letters are addressed to you, in hope, that if 
there must be an opponent^ it may be one who is aUe 
and willing to investigate i and one who has learned 
of Him who was meek and lowly in heart. This be- 
ing your character, should you see cause to answer 
my Letters, you will look thoroughly and prayerfully 
into the subject, and not write at random. Fou will 
aot shelter yourself under the popularity of your owtt 
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theory, and on that ground think yonr^elf^justijied in 
treating with contempt the views ot yonr friend. — 
You will not sneer at arguments which you cannot 
refute hj fair reasoning ^ nor substitute sarcastic atld 
eensorious declamation, for argument. You will not 
misrepresent my real views^ for the sake of having 
Sfymething before you which you can easily refute. But 
if yotf view me in an error, you will pity ahd pray for 
me ; and, in the spirit of meekness and love^ you will 
endeavor to show me my mistakes and errors. And 
you will write as one who expects to give account. 
And if I am in an error, be assured, sir, that it is my 
cordial desire that you may be enabled to detect it, 
and to set it before me^ and before the world, in a 
eonvincing light. 

You will readily perceive, that there may be mis- 
takes in explaining some particular texts, and yet th» 
theory may be correct. In attempting to explain so 
many texts, it is very possible that there are instances 
of incorrectness. For one so fallible, it is enough to 
say, that my labor has been to investigate the real 
truth, without perverting or misapplying the Scrip- 
tures ; and that it has been my sincere desire to mak« 
the theory square with the Scriptures as a Divine 
Standard, vlvA not to make the Scriptures bend to 
the theory. 

Should you think it to be yoiir duty to express your 
disapprobation of the theory, by way of a Re;view 
in some periodical work, you will give an impartial 
representation of my real sentiments^ that those who 
read the Review may have some opportunity to judge 
AS to the correctness of the opinion you may express. 
After you shall have written your objections by 
^ay of Review, be pleased to turn to John xvii. and 
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review the prayer of the Son of God 5 examine the 
natural import of every sentence digtinctly ; then ask 
yourself these questions — ^Does not every sentence in 
this prayer perfectly harmonize with the sentiments 
against which I have been writing P — ^Yea, does not 
this prayer clearly contain the principal seniiments 
which the writer of the Letters ha» aimed to estab* 
iishP-^-If he hsLd forged a prayer for the Bon of Ood^ 
in support of his own theory, could he have written 
any thing more to his purpose than that which reMtf 
proceeded from the lips of Christ ?— Are not, then, 
my objections to his views as really objections to tlie 
sentiments contained in the prayer of the Bon of God P 
. And may that Divine Lord, in whom is our hope^ 
lead us to a more perfect knowledge <kf himself; and 
grant, that not only you and I, but all who may read 
these Letters, may experience the truth of the dee* 
laration which he made in his prayer to tl;c Father, 
^^And this is life eternal, to know thee the onlt 
TRUE God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sekt." 
And while it shall be our lot to differ in sentiment, 
let us daily unite in the prayer of Christ, that we ail 
may be one^ even- as He and the Father ajif one. 
Adieu. ' 

NOAH WOBCESTEIL 



f, «TAT£-8TSEfiT, BOSTOIT. 
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